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LETTER-L 


DAR SIR, 
1 


15 a late correſpondence, 1 did myſelf the plea- 
ſure to gratify you with a few Obſervations on a 
Treatiſe of your pious Friend, the Rev. Mr. A. 
FULLER, entitled «The Goſpel of Chriſt worthy 
ef all acceptation, &c. Of theſe obſervations in 
general, you were pleaſed to expreſs your appro- 
bation ; and to give 1t, as your opinion, that the im- 
portance of the chief ſubjects on which they are 
made renders a free diſcuſſion of thoſe ſubjects pro- 
per and neceſſary. I agree with you and man 
others in this opinion. Mr. F. ſeems to be of the 
lame ſentiment ; and has therefore publiſhed a ſe- 
cond 'T reatife, in defence of the former; contain- 
ing a Reply to the Remarks of Mr. BuTToN, and 
my Obſervations. On this ſecond Treatiſe you de 
me the honour of Og my deliberate thoughts. 
an 
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7 am not unwilliug, Sir, if health and leiſure be af- 
forded, to ſubmit to your judgment a few obſerva- 
tions on this ſecond performance of Mr. F. and of 
the great ſubjects diſcuſſed in it, ſo far as theſe re- 
ſpect my former obſervations. As the pages in the 
two parts of Mr. F's ſecond Treatiſe are diſtinctly 
numbered, you will remember that thoſe to which 
I refer, are in the ſecond part of it. 

As I wiſh never to forget, that unkind expreſ- 
ſions injure, rather than ſerve the cauſe of truth, and 
had a pattern of the contrary before me in the ſpirit 
and manner of your friend, I attempted to make 
my obſervations in a way that might not be offen- 
five. In this attempt | hawk had the felicity of 
ſucceeding. I cordially rejoice on this account, 
and ſincerely with that in theſe ſecond obſervations, 
Mr. F. may not be «hurt with any thing which 
reſpects himſelf.” Above all, may he who alone 
can give “that wiſdom which is profitable to di- 
rect, enable me to ſay ſomething which may con- 
tribute to throw light on the ſubjects in queſtion, } 
and to reconcile the ſpirits of good men fo far as 
the preſent ſtate of folly and frailty will admit. 

Your friend has marked a few of my expreſſions 
as being, in his opinion, too bold, on ſubjects of 
ſuch ſolemnity. I thank him for theſe hints, and 
hope to profit by them. I am ſure I would not 
be guilty of the leaſt irreverence. Yet I am in- 
clined to hope that when the occaſions of theſe ex- 
preſſions, the connections in which they ſtand, and 
the different views which I have from Mr. F. of 
the ſubjects there in diſcuſſion are conſidered, theſe 
improprieties will not appear to more indifferent 
readers in the ſtrong light in which Mr. F. views 
them, But if be Dayd ſeem to have puſhed this 
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matter with too much ſeverity, he has a ſtrong 
claim, on ſ<veral accounts, to my apology and 
pardon, ® 

The candid readineſs with which your friend 
confeſſes ſeveral overſights which eſcaped his atten- 
tion in the former Treatiſe, and which I took the 
freedom to mention, 1s amiable, and demands my 
acknowledgment and imitation, At the ſame 
time it encourages me to take the like freedom in 
theſe obſervations, not doubting of the ſame agree- 
able effects, if I am happy enough to do it in the 
like inoffenſive manner. 
It gives me pleaſure that, by Mr. F's explanation 
of himſelf, I have the happineſs to agree with him 
that «faith in Chriſt, as generally uſed in the New 
Teſtament, is to be taken in a large ſenſe; as in- 
cluding not only the belief of the truth, but the ac- 
tual outgoing of the ſoul towards Chriſt in a way 
of dependence upon him.” P. 3. I beg his pardon 
that my inattention made this explanation requiſite. 
On the other hand, I have fo frequently aſſerted 
the «neceſſity of believing the goſpel,” and ſo fully 
intended this in what I wrote, that I am rather 
furpriſed to find him ſuppoſe me inclined «to ſet 
this idea aſide.“ P. 4, 5. | 

It is to me, alſo, matter of wonder that your 
friend ſhould be unable to pronounce “to what de- 
gree or extent a poor ſinner muſt believe the truth 
of the goſpel” in order to be happy; or, “to what 
degree of hzlineſs a man muſt arrive in order to ſee 
the Lord. P. 5. It ſeems to me that ſome degree of 
preciſion 1s neceſſary on this head ; both for our own 
ſatisfaction as men and miniſters, and for the ſatis- 
faction and ſafety of them that hear us. I think I 
could almoſt venture to be poſitive in aſſerting, that 
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as the end of the goſpel miniſtry is to bring ſinners 
to live by faith in Chriſt, and to truſt wholly in his 
mediation; ſo no man has ſaving faith, whogloes not 
thus live upon him, and truſt in him; and every one 
who does thus live upon him, and truſt in hun, has 
ſaving faith. Conſequently it 1s not any degree of 
faith in the goſpel which is neceſſary to ſalvation: but 
it is neceſſary that I ſo believe the ſum and ſubſtance 
of it, by which Chriſt is repreſented as a complete and 
compaſſionate Saviour, perfectly able, and entirely 
ready and willing to receive me and make me happy, 
for his own ſake, that my mind is hereby brought to 
reſt upon him, and place my confidence in him, with- 
out any recommendation or worthineſs whatſoever. 
—- As to holineſs; it is not any degree of this, any more 
than of faith, but the reality of it, without which 
no man ſhall ſee the Lord. It is requiſite that holineſs 
be univerſal, according to 2 Cor. v. 17. Ifa per- 
fon be changed in his mind and temper, and brought 
to experience a delight in God and ſpiritual things, 
fuch an one is born again, and an heir of glory. I 
do not think that on further deliberation, your 
friend will view things otherwiſe than I have here 
ſtated them on theſe two ſubjects, and therefore I 
diſmiſs them with theſe general remarks. 

Mr. F. I obſerve, is rather ſparing in direct re- 
plies to my obſervations, throughout his Treatiſe; 
but, chooſes to adopt the ſyſtematic form of diſcuſ- 
lion; and reduces the chief ſubjects in queſtion to 
the following heads. — Whether regencration is 
prior to coming to Chriſt, as a cauſe is prior to it's 
effect — Whether moral inability is, or is not ex- 
cuſable — Vhether faith in Chrilt is required by 
the moral law — and whether an obligation upon 


all thoſe to whom the goſpel is preached, to believe 
in 
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in Chriſt; and the encouragements held out to them 


ſo to do, is conſiſtent with a limitation of deſign in 
his death.” P. 5. 

Theſe heads of diſcuſſion your friend makes the 
ſubjects of ſeveral ſections; on which, if favoured 
with capacity and opportunity, you will probably 


receive my free ſentiments in ſome following letters. 


In the mean time, let me hope for a ſhare i in your 
remembrance before our heavenly Father for wiſ- 
dom and direction. This will confer a great ob- 


Iigation upon, and be gratefully acknowledged by, 


Dear Sir, 
Your's affectionately, &c. 


LETTER 
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LETT EK It, 


Dt ar SIR, 


1 in Chriſt and regeneration by his 
. Spirit, are things of ſuch valt conſequence to 
our ſafety and happineſs, that I cannot but ht ſen- 
ſibly affected whenever I obſerve that they are made 


the ſubjects of debate among good men; leſt the 


unthinking multitude, who always lie open to im- 
polition and deluſion, ſhould be hereby led to regard 
them as matters of mere ſpeculation, and fo reſt 
content without a practical acquaintance with them. 
It is a great ſatisfaction to me, however, that 
your friend and I have no contention about the 
things themſelves; but rather the order in which 
they are experienced. Mr. F. thinks regeneration 
is prior to faith. I apprehend the contrary. The 
queſtion conſidered alone, might at firſt light 
appear unimportant, But conſidering it's influ- 
ence on other ſubjects we both regard 1t as a mat- 
ter of conſequence, 


Before Mr. F. enters directly upon it, he gives 


us ſome explanations reſpecting another ſubject, 


which has ſome connection - with this, and which 
he had mentioned jn his former Treatiſe. It is “the 
difference between the principle and act of faith.“ 
The deſign of theſe explanations is to ſhew that a 
ſinner has not 4a principle of faith in diſtinction ſom 
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other graces; but rather a new turn or bias of mind 
previous to all acts or exerciſes whatſocver, internal 

or external, which are ſpiritually good.” P. 6. This, 

to be ſure, gives the queſtion a diiferent face; and L 

think, with ſome limitations, it may be granted, 

A diſpoſition to act, from ſome principle or other, 

is generally prior to the act itſelf, when a perſon 

acts rationally. But it is evident from this itate- 

ment, and more fo, from what follows afterward, 

that by ac here, he intends the ſoul's actual c/fing 

8 with Chriit, or truſ{mzg in him; which is rather the 
completion of faith, as it reſpects our juſtification, 
than the beginning of it. We both allow that the 
zoſpel is believed prior to this; and when the goſpel 
is cordially believed, it will produce “a turn or bias 
of mind,” to tru/t in the Lord Jeſus Chriſt. This 
is evident from reaſon, ſcripture, and experience. 
'The goſpel preſents Chriſt to the mind, as a fuit- 
able Saviour for a periſhing ſinner, and hereby the 
will is drawn to embrace him, and cloſe with him. 
But then it is evident from this very conſideration, 
that the drawing of the will to embrace Chriſt, is 
not before, but by our believing the goſpel. Nor 
does it appear to me that this drawing of the will 
to embrace Chriſt, is by any means, what the ſcrip- 
ture intends by regeneration, but one ſtep towards 
it in the mind of the ſinner. When a inner re- 
ceives Chriſt, he receives all bleſſings with him; 
and among others, “the love of God ſhed abroad 
in his heart,” Rom. v. 5. John iv. 14. and thus 
he 1s truly regenerate. He partakes of life, com- 
fort and liberty, and ſincerely deſires to ſerve and 
pleaſe God in all things, according to 2 Cor. v. 17. 
Now if this account of the matter be admitted, 
which I think almoſt carries it's own evidence along 
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with it, the concluſion neceſſarily is, that faith is, in 
the order of nature, prior to regeneration. I appeal 
to the candid and intelligent reader whether this 
view of things do not lead us to the moſt natural 
and obvious interpretation of many paſſages, and eſ- 
pecially thoſe referred to in the third and fourth 
Letters of the former Obſervations. At the ſame 
time, if I underſtand Mr. F. now, when he has al- 
tered the ſtate of the queſtion, it grants him all he 
withes, and is perfectly conſiſtent with Rom. viii. 
9. to which he refers. It is evident that the apoſtle 
does not there ſpeak of believing in Chriſt; but of 
living a ſpiritual holy life, which is pleaſing to God, 
and which no man can live, till he believe in Chriſt 
and receive his holy: Spirit. 

If this account of things ſhould not ſatisfy you, 
Sir, or your good friend, I could wiſh you or him 
to give a direct anſwer to theſe two queſtions. Do 
you frankly avow it, that a man mult be regenerat- 
ed before he begins to credit the truth of the goſ- 
pel? — If fo, how is it tnat men are «begotten by 
the word, and born again of the incorruptible feed 
of the word?” x Cor. iv. 15. Jam. i. 18. 1 Pet. i. 
22, 25. | 

Mr. F. mentions ſome d:fficulties, P. 7. If we 
intend to form a theory of religion, by metaphyſi- 
cal ſpeculations, we ſhall always be ſurrounded 
with difficulties, But if we admit the ſcripture ac- 
count of things, theſe difficulties will often vaniſh 
away. Nothing 1s more clear to me, than that we 
are taught by the ſcriptures above quoted, by Pſal. 
cxix. 130. Acts xxvi. 18, 19, and many others, 
that men are illuminated by the entrance of the word 
itſelf; and not by any operation prior to the en- 
trance of it. 1 
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LETTER-11, 13 


It may throw ſome light on the ſubje&, to ob- 
ferve, that ſome of Mr. F's realonings, if I under- 
{tand them, are founded upon an aſſoc lation of ideas 
not warranted in ſcripture, or in fact. He ſeems 
to ſuppole that the operations of the Spirit on the 
mind, and his dwelling in the heart, are the ſame, 
or at leaſt inſeparably connected, Hence he ſup- 
poſes me to deny that the Holy Spirit operates on 
the mind prior to our believing in Chriſt. Whereas 
I as firmly believe this, as I do that the Spirit 
dwells in all true believers. Chriſt repreſents him- 
ſelf as landing at the dior and knocking. Rev. ili. 20. 
This paſſage, perfectly concordant with many 
others, clearly ſhews that the heavenly guelt has not 
yet made his entrance, or taken poſſeſſion of the 
heart; nor does take poſſeſſion, till the ſinner firlt 
open the door and give him admittance. This one 
text, if I miſtake not, explains all that is neceſſary 
to be known on the ſubject now in hand. The 
ſinner is without Chriſt.— Jeſus knocks, waits, 
works for admittance, — The linner is brought to 
open, and freely to accept of him. — He then. 
dwells in the heart by faith, Epheſ. iii. 19. 

After various explanations, - P. 8, 9, 10. your 
friend ſtates what he calls the «great queſtion,” 
which is very different from that in his former Prea- 
tiſe. But though he has changed the queſtion, and, 
if I underſtand him, given up the point, with re- 
ſpect to. the priority of regeneration to believing; yet 
in P. 91, 20, he replies to ſome of the obje ions 
which I had made againſt that ſentiment, For the 
fake of method, we may here conſider theſe replies; 
and then return to the great gue/tzon in it's new, 
torm. 

had obſerved that the ſpirit is received by ſaith; 

and 
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and, therefore, not before it. John vii. 38, 39. Epheſ. 
1. & 14. Gal. iii. 2, 14. Mr. F. ſays “the Holy 
Spirit is ſaid to be given in other reſpects, as well 
as for the purpoſe of regeneration.” P. 20. This 
1s granted. But he does not decide on the meaning 
of the paſſages quoted, except the firſt, and mentions 
what is apprehended of the fecond. If it do not 
bear too hard upon him, which I ſhould be ſorry 
to do, I would venture to enquire, will he aver 
that any have the ſpirit dwelling in them before 
they believe? Will he deny that the Spirit is given 

upon believing, to comfort and ſanctity the mind? 
If not, I think it is fair to conſider my argument as 
retaining it's force. I wiſh him to be explicit, and 
would be ſo myſelf, that we may give all the ſatis- 
faction we can to our readers, and do ſervice to the 
truth. 

I aſked for ſcripture proof of Mr. F's ſentiment 
on this head. This he does not produce, nor give 
the reaſon why he does not. Is it uncandid to 
conclude that ſuch proof cannot be given? 

I queried «Is it likely that unregenerate men 
ſhould be ſo frequently called to repent and believe | 
in order to be ſaved, it regeneration be firſt neceſ- 
ſary?” To this he makes no reply. I alleged that 
we are made the children of God by faith, and not 
before it. John i. 12. Gal. iii. 26. This he allows; 
but «apprehends the godly ſuſtain that character on 
two accounts; on account of their regeneration, 
and adoption; which 1s freely granted. But may 
J not jultly alk, is there any ſeriptu re which ſpeaks 
of any man being a child of God in either of theſe 
ſenſes before belicving? Mr. F. ſays „Bot! are 
mentioned John i. 12, 12, and, he appichends, that 
the former is there reprelented as being PP to the 

atter.“ 
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latter. But as affrehen zſion is no proof, on either 
ſide, the queſtion remains unanſwered. — To this 
J add, does any man bear the image of Goch till he 
have the love of God ſhed abroad in his heart, by 
the Holy Ghoſt given to bim? Is not this a blud- 
ing received by faith? Sec Rom. v. 1- —5. 

It is a maxim with me in this controverſy to 
paſs over nothing delignedly which relates to it: 
but ther to anſwer, or conleſs the force of, every 
thing allege d « on the contrary hc. I think it the 
Par! of integrity to act on this maxim; and in con- 
formity o dn rviciution, I acknowledg+ there does 
not appear to me, pretent, ſutficient force in what 
I had alle, N f againil Mr. F's ſentiment, in one in- 
tance; that nc cording to that ſentiment we are®rcge- 
aarated and condemned at the ſame time.” I therefore 
relinquith that argument, and confeſs the force of 
Mr. F's reply. P. 21, 22. — But it ſtill remains 
evident to me that „if men are regenerated before 
they come to Chrilt, then believing in Chriſt is not 
the mean of a iinner's recovery, but only a conje- 
quence of that recovery ;”” which is'contrary to the 
ſcripture repreſentation of this matter. Mr. F. 
here argues that by the law ot nature, „Life pre- 
cedes motion, and regeneratian ALLUDES to this law 
of nature. P. 22. But he takes this for granted, 
without proof; and I. do not think it will be caſy 
to prove that regeneration alludes to this law of 

nature. He alſo takes for granted, previous to this, 
another ſentiment which is not admitted, nor can 
be admitted without proof: Namely, that we mult 
be ſpiritually alive to God before we believe in 
Chriſt. This, in ſubſtance, is the matter of diſpute, 
and yet he makes it the ground of his argument, 
as it we had mutually agreed to it.—“ Perſever- 
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zince,” he adds, „is the mean of our enjoyment of 
eternal glory.” Yet, — “a conſequence of the 
grace of the Spirit.” But this argument has two 
capital flaws in it. It ſuppoſes our enjoyment of eter- 
nal ghry, the ſame with a finner's recovery; — and 
that the grace of the Spirit does not operate, before 
it regencrates. Both of which are, I apprchend, 
contrary to fact. At the ſame time, it neceſfarily 
implics the ve * rinciple of my argument. The 
principle 1s, that a mean 1s prior to the end accom- 
plithed by it. Conſequently, as faith is the mean 
of a ſinner's recovery, of which recovery, regenera- 
tion is a chiei part, faith is therefore prior to rege- 
neration. 

[ endeavorvred to ſtate the dangerous effects 
which the ſentiments I oppoſe might have on the 
minds of the unconverted, if they are taught, that 
they cannot repent and believe till they are rege- 
nerated. — On this principle, it would appear to 
them frrational to call them to repent and believe, 
as well as for them to att empt it, when they are 
called to it — that they might, on this ground, ex- 
cuſe themſelves — and chat the abſurdity would yet 
more ſtrikingly appear from coniideriag that they 
are called to repent and believe, not merely as the 
creatures of God, and as matter of duty ip that re- 
lation; but as fallen ſinners, on a new covenant 
foundation, prolefledly adapted to their fallen ſtate, 
and propoling the certain infallible way of recovery. 
'To all which your friend replies, « If I underſtand 
this reaſoning, the amount of it is this, — If men 
are ſo bad that none but God can turn their hearts, 
then their badneſs becomes excuſable.” P. 22, 23. 
But you, Sir, and the reader will obſerve, that the 
point iu diſpute, is not their badneſs as fallen ſinners; 

but 
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xt the abſurdity of attempting what they are told 
hey cannot perform till chey are regenerated; and 
hether, if they do it not, they are, on that ac- 
-ount, criminal. However corrupt or criminal they 
are ſuppoſed to be by the fall of Adam, does this render 
them criminal in not attempting the means of re- 
covery, if they are told, and believe that they can- 
not attempt this? Suppoſe your ſon has been play- 
ing, when he ought to have been at ſchool; and has 
broken both his legs by his folly. You ſee him in 
this deplorable condition. You tell him he can- 
not walk one ſtep till the ſurgeon has ſet his bones 
and healed him. But, fay you, “go to the ſurgeon, 
and he will readily ſet your bones.” Now, what 
I aſk is, would your fon be to blame, in not going 
to the ſurgeon, when you have told him, and when 
all men ſce, that he cannot walk one ſtep? My 
concluſion is, that however criminal we are, as fal- 
len in Adam, or however vile we have made our- 
ſelves, yet according to all human ideas of juſtice, 
no man can be worthy of puniſhment becauſe he 
docs not believe in Chriſt, if he cannot believe in 
him till he is firſt regenerated; and therefore it ap- 
pears to me that this repreſentation of things takes 
away the ſpirit and force of the goſpel, and coun- 
teracts the whole defign of it. | 
It is evident to me that men are fallen ſinners ; 
that Chriſt has died for their ſins ; and that they are 
called, fallen as they are, to repent and believe in 


him, in order to be ſaved; with the fulleſt aſſures 


ances that in this way they ſhall certainly obtain 
ſalvation. It is certain we are never informed in 
ſcripture that men mult be regenerated before they 
believe. I therefore, at preſent, apprehend that the 
good men who have taken up this idea, have done 
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it without ſufficient evidence in it's favour: and! 
am, at preſent, fully perſuaded, both from ſcripture 
and obſervation, that it has been, is, and will ben 
prejudicial to the fouls of the unconverted, in pro- 
portion to the degree in which it is propagated ;, 
among and received by them. 

In order to remove, or to obviate the difficulty I ,, 
above mentioned, Mr. F. alleges that miniſters may v 
invite ſinners to repent and believe 1 in dependence on |, 
God. P. 23. What if I go,” ſays he, in hope * 
of being inſtrumental in the changing of his ſpirit *” Ill { 
that is, the ſpirit of the unconverted ſinner, to whom 
I preach? I anſwer, he certainly does right in 
preaching to ſinners with this hope; and I ſincerely 
wiſh him God ſpeed, But then, it I underſtand him, 
this is giving up the point; and granting the very 
thing for which I plead. If Mr. F. is inſtrumental 
to change the ſpirit of the ſinner, it muſt be by the 
word which he preaches : and how can the {inner 
be changed by his inſtrumentality, if he mult be 
changed prior to it, and before he receives the word 
which Mr. F. preaches? | 

I alleged the effect which the ſentiment here op- 
poſed might have on the mind of a doubting 
chriſtian. Your friend agrees with me, that we 
ought to „direct ſuch perſons immediately to apply 
to Chriſt. P. 24. But he thinks this does no: 
affect his principles. As my Obſervations on this 
point are pretty large, and Mr. F. agrees with me 
in the chief premiſes, I beg leave, Sir, for the ſake 
of brevity, to ſubmit the concluſion to your judg- 
ment. Obſ. P. 24, 25. Reply, P. 24, 25. 

In P. 25, 26. Mr. F. adverts, with ſome enlarge- 
ment, to what I had ſaid concerning © the ſuitable- 
neſs of the goſpel to the ſtate of fallen man.“ 5 
Juiny 


EEX I. 19 
nd ] 


juſtly obſerves that «a ſword is a ſuitable inſtru- 
ture 


ment; but it does not thence follow that! icis o itſelt 
be quttic jent, without a hand to wield it.” We are 
pro- very ſurc, however, that “the {word of the Spirit“ 
ated Nis in a good hand, and cannot but be wielded in a 

proper manner, and with ſuſficient exertion by him 
ulity MW whoſe infliument it is, for every neceſſary purpoſe. 


may When I fo cv ;dently conſider the goſpel as deſigned 
e ON WW to rber man from his fintul condition, and 0 
hope well adapted to anſwer that deſign, throughout my 
1t c 


former Obſervations, it is really ſurpriſing that he 
hom (hould repreſent me as *reducing it to ſuit men's 
it in evil propenſitics.” Such little puſhes, however, 
erely ¶ have ſeldom much effect to promote the intereſts of 
hin, MI truth and love. 

yery You will recollect, Sir, that in my former Ob- 
ſervations, (Let. iv.) I mentioned ſome other reaſons 
againſt the ſentiment here oppoted. Why your 
nncr friend did not reply to theſe, and how far he has 
ſueceeded with reſpect to thoſe to which he has re- 
plied, I am not to determine. But whoever has 
the julteſt notions ct the ſubject in queltion, that 
op- WM you, he, and all the miniſters of Chriſt, may expe- 
ting ; ſience much of the power of ſacred truth, is the ſin- 

— prayer of | 


Your's affectionately, &c. 
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DAR SIR, 


O ſpeak of divine operations, ſo as to do ho- 
nour to the grace of God, to humble the ſin- 
ner, and to promote holineſs, has generally been 
conſidered both an important and delicate bulinels. 
It is ſo eaſy a matter to treat this ſubject unwa- 
rily, and thereby. to repreſent either the bleſſed Je- 
hovah as the author of ſin, or man as the author ol 
his own falvation, that he is happy who is enable 
to ſteer his courſe between the two extremes. 

To ſpeak of converſion and every part of falya- 
tion as the effect of divine grace, as the [cripture 
does; and yet not to indulge man in the neglect of 
it, is perhaps one of the moſt difficult parts of the 
minilterial work. Hence, this has been one of the 
chief ſubjects of controverſy for almoſt fourteen 
hundred years. I think it may be attributed to 
ſome ſuch cauſes as the following. | 

God is the Sovereign of the univerſe, and has : 
right to diſpenſe all his favours as he pleaſes, with 
reſpect to manner, time, degree, and every athe! 
circumſtance ; without giving an account of his mai 
| ters to any. 

God is infinitely wiſer than men; and theretor 
his thoughts and ways are not like ours. He may 
have many deſigns in view, and many importan 


ends to accompliſh, of which we are totally igno 
rant 
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rant; and may ſee it proper to accompliſh theſe by 
methods, to us, unaccountable; by reaſon of our 
low and contracted views. Theſe are, probably, 
to be reckoned among * the ſecret things which be- 
long to him;“ with which we have, therefore, no 
concern. 

The deſigns of Jehovah in governing the world 
are probably various, and far extended; while we 
are capable of forming only a fer deſigns, or judg- 

10-Y ing of few which are formed by another. It is no 
in- wonder, therefore, if our reaſonings on the divine 
NF proceedings be, ſometimes, very erroneous. 

20 While we contemplate one object, we often for- 
La- get, or nearly forget all others; eſpecially ſuch as 
J<-E have no immediate connection with that we con- 
template. But the infinitely capacious underſtand- 
lol ing of Jehovah can ſtretch through all time and 
ſpace, and pervade univerſal nature with one glance; 
and with infinite eaſe, view and contemplate the 
natures, relations, and connections of all things in 
all his vaſt dominions. 

Divine influences are ſpiritual and holy ; and we 
have ſo much carnality about us, we are ſo much 
akin to corporeal objects, and ſo continually ſur- 
rounded with them, that we frequently form very 
groſs and confuſed ideas of what belongs to ſpirits ; 
eſpecially the Holy Spirit of God. 

The educations, connections, and conſtitutions 
of men are very different ; and by theſe means, they 
imbibe different notions, and contract different ha- 
bits; and every one is ſtrangely attached to his own, 
and very much influenced by them, both in judg- 
ment, temper and conduct. 

Our experiences in the things of God are alſo 
very different, in circumſtances and degrees eſpeci- 
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ally; and we often form our judgments under the 
influence of our on experiences, if not of our 
tempers, habits and paſſions; and are thus imper- 
ceptibly warped afide from the 20 of truth. 

We are naturally proud and full of ſelfconceit, 
ſtrangely attached to our own peculiar ways of con- 
ception : ſo that we do not hearken to the dictates 
of plain truth, nor pay regard to poſitive evidence, 
and reſt content with tnat, as we ought to do. We 
are fond of comprehending and accounting for 
every thing we belicve; whereas there are mylteries, 
to us, unaccountable in the world of nature, provi- 
dence and grace ; and evidence of facts is, in many 
inſtances, all that man can arrive at, or ought to 
wiſh for. To all' which we may add, that Satan 
loves to employ mankind in ſtrife and contention ; 
and, 1n order to that, endeavours to engage the mind 
on what will be the occaſion of it. 

On theſe and other accounts, diſputes ariſe on al- 
moſt every ſubject; and, for the reaſons afligned 
above, diſputes reſpecting the operations of the Ho- 
ly Spirit are, perhaps, as little ſatisfying as any 
others, when we are not careful to keep within the 
limits of poſitive evidence, collected from the word 
of God, 

Your pious friend, whoſe work is now before 
me, had, in his former Treatiſe, granted to his op- 
ponents in the controverſy, “ that faith is the effect 
of regeneration.” On this expreſſion 1 ventured 
to animadvert, thinking it not only a miſtake in 
fact, but a miſtake of dangerous tendency. I am 
{till of the ſame judgment, for reaſons then aſſigned. 
To ſome of theſe reaſons Mr. F. has replied. But 
whether his replies can be juſtly conſidered as a re- 
tutation, I have ſubmitted to you in my laſt * 

e 
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He appears willing, however, to give up the phraſe, 
it not the ſentiment; and to ſubttitute in it's fiead, 
a queſtion of very different form, and, in my opinion, 
of very different ſignitication. 

The queſtion 1s « Whether the Holy Spirit of 
God is the proper and efficient cauſe of a linner's 
beheving in Jeſus Chriſt, or whether it be owing 
to his Holy Influence, and that alone, that one fin- 
ner belicveth in Chriſt rather than another,” Tuo 
things will here, I think, ſtrike every attentive 
reader. — That this queſtion has no nec elſary con- 
nection with the priority of regeneration to faith, 
— and that I am under no obligation, by the rules 
of controverſy, to anſwer it. But, as it may intlu— 
ence ſome other ſubjects in debate, and as 1 hope 
it may be of ſome advantage, Jam very willing to 
oblige Mr. F. with ſuch an anſwer as I am able to 
give. In order to which, Sir, I will lay before you 
a remark or two on the queſtion itſelf, — ſtate my 
own views of the ſubject, — and then aſſign the rea- 
ſons of my opinion, as clearly as I am able. 

As to the queſtion itſelf; that“ the Holy Spirit 
of God i is the proper and elfici jent Cauſe of a Sin- 
ner's believing in Jeſus Chriſt,” I allow, with all 
my heart; and am perſuaded that it is * owing to 
his nflaence:” that any are converted, — That it 1s 
owing to his influence alane, I alſo freely grant, if 
he mean, by that expreſſion, that no {inner would 
ever believe in Chriſt, without divine operations. 
Nor do I apprehend that any man has any will, or 
power, or anv concern about the matter, till the 
Holy Spirit w ork, awaken, and produce theſe in the 
mind. But if he mean that men are paſ/rve in this 
matter, when the Spirit, by the word, operates on 
the mind; that J do not believe. Man is the pro- 


per 
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per ſubject of faith and unbelief. He is called, 


commanded, and encouraged to believe; and threat- 
encd with eternal damnation if he believe not. Acts 
XVI. 20, 31. 1 John iii. 23. Mark xvi. 16. John iii. 
36. and multitudes of other places. When he 
does not believe, he is ſaid to reſet the Holy Ghoſt. 
Adds vii. 51. to put the word of God from him. Acts 
xiii. 46. When he believes, he is ſaid to open the 
dogr. Rev. iii. 20, He is repreſented as obeying 
the goſpel by faith, and 4j-beying it by unbelief. 
Rom. x. 16. 2 Theff. i. 8. 1 Pet. iv. 17. He is 


not only repreſented as active in believing; but alſo 


in that change or purification which is connected 


with it. 1 Pet. i. 22. As well as in the gradual 
purification of himſelf afterwards. Rom. vill. 1 3. 
2 Cor. vii. 1. 

In this ſenſe, therefore, it is certain that it is not 
the work of the Holy Spirit aι ; for the mind of 
man is active, either in oppoling and rejecting, or 
receiving Chriſt. Facts are facts; but to account 
for this, and ten thouſard other things; to define, 
or deſcribe the manner of a Spirit's operation, whe- 
ther the Spirit of God or of man; to anſwer every 


quibble, or cvery ſerious queſtion which might be 


propoſed, on this, or any other ſubject, requires a 
capacity to which I make no pretence; nor does 
the point now in queſtion require it. Men of un- 
derſtanding and candour, on all ſides, have always 


_ conſidered this beyond the power of mortals; and 


therefore no man needs be athamed to own that it 
is beyond his power. This is confeſſed by Mr. F. 
in both his Treatiſes; and the confeſſion does him 
honour. All wiſe men will do the ſame. Thus I 
have pretty nearly explained my whole mind, re- 
ſpecting the laſt clauſe of Mr. F's great queſtion, 

that 
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« that one {inner belicveth in Ckrit, rather than 
another. In the ſenſe before mentioned, this is 
freely admitted to be through the operation of the 
Holy Spirit. If the Spirit, by the word, bring me 
to believe and not another, whatever is the auſe, 
or the obſtruction, that is, in this general ſenſe, 
done for me which 1s not done for "another, and 
demands everlaſting grateful acknowledgments. 

But if it be meant that the Holy Spirit did: not do 
that for thoſe who do not bclicve: * hich was {uflt- 
cient for the purpoſe, and which would have brought 
them to faith and happineſs if they had not abuſed 
it, this I do not believe, for the reaſons above men- 
tioned, and others to be mentioned afterwards. 
Nor can I prove that the Holy Spirit does not do 
as much or more, m this ſenſe, tor ſome who do 
not repent and believe, as for ſome who do. Truth 
itſelf informs us that what was done, without effect, 
for Chorazin, Bethſaida, and Capernaum, would 
have been effectual for Tyre, Sidon, and Sodom. 
Mat. xi. 20,—24. 

Having opened ray mind thus freely, whether 
right or wrong, you will clearly obſerve, that your 
friend is greatly millaken in ſuppoſing me to *leave 
out the agency of the Holy Spirit in the act itſelf 
of believing,” P. 8, 9; a ſuppoſition which he had 
no right to form without ſome warrant from myſelſ. 
Such warrant he could never fairly collect, I am 
well perſuaded, from any thing I ever ſaid or wrote. 
But I make a diſtinction, which is both ſcriptural 
and important, and which I have mentioned above, 
between the Operations of the Spirit on the mind, 
and his dwelling in the heart, 

How far Mr. F. will approve of theſe cxplana- 
tions, I cannot ſay. But I think molt of his rea- 

lonings 
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ſonings from P. g to P. 19. may be allowed, in the Nime 
fenſe in which I have now explained myſelf, If Have 
he differ from me in theſe explanations, we ſhall Much 
probably fix different ideas to ſome few of his rea-Hputa 
ſonings. But as I am not certain of that, and as with 
theſe ten pages have no neceſſary connection with Itran 
my former obſervations, I need not proceed farther Mr. 
on this ſubject, till I know his mind upon it more I ha 


exactly. [ 
ii TI were to follow Mr. F. at all, however, div. 
vehich N 8 and Improper, on our pre- ma) 


ſent ground, I ſhould queſtion the propriety of the 


turn which he gives to a few pailages; particularly Mo 


Hai. x11; 12; xv 10. IV. 10, 11. 1 Pet. 1 2. 


and his imputation of conſequences to my ſcheme, Pepe 


which are evidently unjuſt. Whether it be true or Heli 


of one” or more ſouls, P. 13, it is certain that no- 
thing which 1 had written either affirms or denies WP! 
this. Nor does any thing in my Creed infer what WE": 
he, perhaps too humouroully, ſuggelts in his 18th, 
and ſome other pages. 

I wiſthnot to complain of any inadvertencies inthe Nabe 
conduct of your good friend, whom I ſincerelyeſteem, {iu 
{o far as they only reſpect myſelf, But when they Rar 
affect what I believe to be the truth, I think fidelity or 
requires that I take notice of them. Now when he 
ſuppoſes that, my ſentiments imply what he ſuggeſts, plc 
in his 13th, 18th, and other pages, this may pre- the 
judice inattentive readers againſt the examination E. 
of them. I beg that this may be admitted as an Ine 
apology for any hints dropped here or elſewhere, Ki 
reſpecting ſuch imputations as thoſe of which LI 
complain. Every one mult acknowledge that be- 
tore Mr. F. imputed ſuch conſequences to my fen- WW 

timents, 
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timents, he ought to have quoted my words, and to 
If Mhave fairly proved that they contained or implied 
all Much conſequences. Liberties of this kind, difſ- 
a- Iputants are allowed to take. But no man can, 
as with juſtice, go farther. If I ſhould inadvertently 
th Itranſgreſs this rule, I am fincerely willing that 


cr Mr. F. ſhould animadvert upon my conduct, as 


re MI have done upon his. 

I proceed to itate my views of the doctrine of 
ivine influences, as clearly as I am able, ſo far as 
nay relate to the m queiuon prop oled by Mr. F. 

I firmly believe, as above, the agency of the 
Holy Spirit, by het inſtrumentality of the word, on 
2. Wthe ind of man. — I diitinguiſh between the 
1c, operations and the indwelling of the Spirit, — I 
or Wclicve that the operations 01 the Spirit are not al- 
2n MWways irreſiſtible, but that they are often reliſted ; 
hat the Spirit docs, in fact, work on many w ho 155 
ot finally ſaved; and wv wb on them in ſuch a 
manner as would have terminated in their falvayon, 
if theſe operations had not been reliſted. 

I do not remember that the ſcripture ever aſcribes 
he final miſery of ſinners to the want of divine in- 
fluences, or to any thi»g elfe which it was neccl- 


ey ary for the bleffed God to do for them, upon them, 
ty er in them, which he was und illing to do. 
1C It God were to fend his word among any peo- 


ple, and not to work by it, ſo far as is ſufficient for 
their reception of it, and yet to condemn them to 
verlaſting puniſhment tor not receiving it, I know 
in Ino rules of equity by which I could jultity my Ma- 
e, Iker. Now, though I dread the thought of de- 


I Micrmining the equity of all the divine procecdings 
2. the indornent of tallible * mortals; yet J think 
1 We OUENT 136 | JiMVE evidence, to receive 
85 A2 de- 


— — 
— 


„ 
* PP" 4 


* 


— mm 4 
PY - bares 
> 


* * 


-# — 
Wa. - 


a” 


_ 


r — 
— i 4 % 


4 n 1 
* 22 7 pol he * 0 
— . 
® 8 


28 LETTER 


a doctrine which appears to reflect diſhonour upon 0 
the Lord Jehovah ; eſpecially as he condeſcends to hs 
appeal to the rules of equity known among men, 24 
tor the juſtice of his own proceedings. See Gen. ¶ con 
X\iit.-25.- Ezck., xviii. 25, 29. xXXXiu. 17, 20. It app 
John xii. 39. and ſome fimilar paſſages ſhould oc- d 
cur to your mind, Sir, as oppoſite to my views ope 
here, it is caly to obſcrve, that by conſidering the 2 
prophegy, Iſai. v. vi. as well as the context, it will pre! 
ſuthclently appear that theſe perſons were not with- Num 


out power to receive the word, till they had wil- 
fully reſiſted and rejected the truth to ſuch a degree 
that their hearts were now become unimpreſſible. 
Such inſtatices, after ſlighting goſpel privileges, are, 
I tear, not uncommon; and may all who hcar the 


PT 0 
real 
the 
Th 


5 ö cau 
goſpel take warning by them! Put in ſuch caſes, cha 
we can evidently fee the propriety and reaſon- to 


ablenels of the goſpel being ſtill continued in 
theſe places, both as it will effect the ſalvation of 
others who receive it, and as it will juſtify the 
bleiſed God in the condemnation of thoſe poor 
wretches who are wiltully hardened in oppoſition Hoh 
to It. Spi 
[t is certain in fact that the word does, at dit- Mit 
ferent times, in different ways, affect the minds of Who 
men, both believers and unbelievers. At ſfome-Mthi; 
times, one is impreſſed with it, and not another. ¶ ſuc 
At other times, {ſeveral are affected with it; yet wh 
fome much more than others. Some who are] tun 
deeply affected with divine truths on one occaſion, : 
hear the fame truths on other occaſtons, without aly 
being affe cted at all. Many, who feem but lite F yet 
impreſſed at any time, are yet brought to receive I ple 
Chriſt, to love him, to ſerve him conſcientiou!ly Ml zh; 
and honourably, and fo far as we can Judge, 
| | oly 
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holy and happy. Ochers who have been deeply 


impreſſed With it, and that frequently, continue, 
after all, hardened ſinners, and never appear to be 
converted. Some appear, for a time, to be truly 
converted, yet afterwards fall away, and become 
apparently the moſt hardened ſinners. 

Now, Sir, among theſe and other varieties of 
operation, two things appear to me undeniably evi- 
dent. The firſt is, that many of theſe different im- 
preſſions had the ſame tendency, and did, for a 
time, ſo far as the human underſtanding can reach, 
produce the ſame effects; though we have abundant 
reaſon to conclude that they did not terminate in 
the final happineſs of all who were thus impreſſed. 
The other is, that whatever can be ſaid of ſecond 
cauſes; of ſome impreſſions which were only me- 
chanical ; of ſome which produced no effects, but 
thoſe which are enthuſiaſtic; or of any other ſup- 
poſable difference, in the cauſe, nature, manner, or 
immediate tendency of ſome of them ; yet there 1s 
every reaſon which can be prudently defired, to 
conclude that many impreſſions came from Cod; 
which though they proved abortive, yet would, if the 
Spirit had not been quenched, reſiſted, or trifled 
with, have terminated in the final happineſs of 
thoſe on whom theſe impreſſions were made. I 
think there are few experimental uſeful miniſters, 
ſuch as take proper pains with the ſouls of men, 
who have not, in- a courſe of years, had the oppor- 
tunity of making theſe remarks, 

The great God is a Sovereign; and, though he 
always acts by the rules of juſtice, wiſdom and love, 
yet he has a right to diſpenſe all his favours as it 
pleaſeth him; and none may ſay to him what doe/t 
thou? But he can never do any thing which is 

D cruel 


_ 


— — r — * 
_ b - lO "Ps l 1 


Foo” » 


— A” —— ——— 
— — * "6"; woe * 


30 LETTER 


cruel to any of his creatures; and, therefore, he can 
never conſign one of his creatures to endleſs tor- 
ments for what that creature could never avoid. 
This is utterly inconſiſtent with all the ideas of 
Juſtice and goodneſs which he has given us in his own 
word; and we may venture to pronounce it with 
the fulleſt aſſurance, though we ought to do it with 
humble reverence.” 

From what has been ſaid on this ſubject, I think 
we may ſafely conclude ; 

I. That it we are different from what we were 
in our unregenerate ſtate, or from what others are, 
who ſtill continue in that ſtate, this difference is 
made by the grace of God; yet the reaſon why 
others are not different from what they are, is to be 
charged wholly on themſelves; and not at all on 
that God who is gd, 79 all, and whoſe tender mercie; 
are over all his works, Pſal. cxlv. 9. It is poſſible 
that ſome light may be thrown on this ſubject, by 
obſerving, what I ſhould think no conſiderate 
man will deny; that profane ſinners, who are going 
to the greateſt lengths in wickedneſs, and plunging 
themſelves into the deepeſt miſery, might have been 
preſerved from ſuch degrees of wickedneſs and mi- 
{ery, even though they had never been converted. 
Yet if they had been ſo preſerved, this would have 
been by the preventing and reſtraining grace of iſ © 
God ; and ought to be aſcribed to that grace. — So, 
on the other hand, many true believers might arrive 
to much greater degrees of holineſs and happineſs, 
than they do; and it is the will of God that they ch 
ſhould make thefe advances; and he is offended 
becauſe they do not make them. Yet if they did de 
make theſe advances, it would be by the grace of 
God; that grace would make the difference; and 

to 
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to that it ought to be aſcribed. Nevertheleſs, it is their 
fin, their ſhame, and will be their everlaſting loſs, 
that they do not make theſe advances. In a word; 
all the holineſs and happineſs known throughout the 
whole creation are from God; and all the fin and 
miſery of the whole creation conſiſt in, and ariſe 
from, oppoſition to God. It cannot but be pleaſ- 
ing to a God of purity and love to [ee all his in- 
telligent creatures holy and happy; it cannot but 
diſpleaſe him to ſee them wicked and miſerable. 

2. Theſe views do evidently give to God all the 
glory of all the holineſs and happineſs which any 
of his creatures practiſe and enjoy ; while they 
themſelves juſtly bear the blame and ſhame of all 
their fin and miſery, Under every diſpenſation, 
if men are rational, moral, accountable agents, the 
bleſſed God muſt treat them as ſuch. nce, I 
think, it muſt follow that under the goſpel, or new 
covenant diſpenſation, ſinners are finally condemn- 
ed, not tor the fin of Adam, not merely as break- 
ers of the law, nor for want of divine operations, 
or ſupplies of grace ; but becauſe they abuſe, neg- 
lect or trifle with the grace given.. That this is 
the truth, is what I with. in the laſt place, briefly 
to evince, 

Fix Sr. We are not any where informed that the 


want of divine influences 1s the cauſe of any man's 


damnation ; nor is the final miſery of a ſinner ever 
charged to that account in ſcripture. That men who 
die in unbelict are, on that account, finally con- 
demned, Mr. F. allows with me. We allo both 
maintain, that without divine influences, no man 
can receive the goſpel, and be happy; and that, 
without theſe, no man ever was, or ever could be, 
in a capacity of ſalvation. Now l cannot conceive, 
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aſcribed to that cauſe, by a juſt and 
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on the plan J here oppoſe, any proper cauſe ot a 
tinner's final condemnation, but that which pre. 
vents his receiving the goſpel. According to the 
goſpel men are not finally condemned becauſe 
they are ſinners merely; but becauſe they neglef 
the great ſalvatton which is exhibited to them as 
ſinners; and therefore, the queſtion here is not, 
what brings them into a guilty ſtate, but what is 
the reaſon. why they are not delivered from that 
ſtate ; and whatever 1s the reaſon of that, it is evi- 
dent that the ſame is the reaſon of their final con- 
demnation and miſery. If it never was in their 
power to believe, neither of themſclves nor by 


grace, then their not believing cannot poſſibly be 


. aſcribed to them as matter of blame; and it the 


bleſſed God have decreed that they never ſhould 
have this power, and yet that they ſhould be con- 
demned for not believing, that decree mult be th 
proper cauſe of their final miſery. 

] confeſs it ſtrikes me very forcibly, that What. 
ever is the proper cauſe why a {inner is finally mi- 
ſerable; his final miſery will be expreſsly and plainly 

faithful God. 
We can form no idea of a faithful magiſtrate, who 
palles the condemnatory ſentence on a criminal, 
and does not ſhew why he condemns him. How 
can we then form ſuch an 1dea of the great Jeho- 
vah, who is the ſource, and the pattern of juſtice 
and equity? Now as the ſcripture does not aſcribe 
the final miſery of impenitent ſinners to the want 
of a Saviour, or the want of divine influences, | 
conclude, that a ſufficiency of theſe is not wanting 
to any ſinner who dies in impenitence, and is finally 
miſerable, 

SECONDLY. The great God poſitively declares 

that 
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that * his tender mercies are over all his works that 
he has no pleaſure in the death of the wicked 
even of him that dieth that it is his pleaſure that 
theſe wicked perſons who die in their ſins, ſhould 
turn from their way and live—that he 1s not willing 
that any ſhould periſh; but that all ſhould come to 
repentance, and ſhould come to the knowledge of 
the truth, and be ſaved.” Pſal. cxlv.g. Ezek. xvin. 
3a. XXX; 11. 2 Pet. iii. 9. 1 Iim. ii. . It is 
manifeſt at firſt ſight, that none of theſe exprel-- 
ſions have any relation to the ſtate of man, merely 
as a creature of God; that they are not in the leait 
intended to inform us that God would have had all 
men to have continued holy, and never have ſinned; 
but that they expreſsly declare the will of God, 
with regard to the ſinner's recovery from his ſinful 
and miſerable ſtate. Yet the bleſſed God knows 
that ſinners cannot return, cannot come to repent- 
ance, cannot come to the knowledge of the truth. 
without divine operations on their minds. In this 
Mr. F. and I are agreed. Now can the all-wiſe 
God will that which is impoſſible? Will not that 
goodneſs, and thoſe tender mercies which lead him 
to will the return and recovery of theſe ſinners, lead 
him alſo to do that which is neceſſary for their re- 
turn and recovery? We cannot, I think, imagine 
that this would be contrary to any of the divine 
perfections. Theſe very paſſages thew that it can- 
not be contrary to his love, or his holineſs. We 
ſhall ſee hereafter, (Letter 1x.) that Mr. F. him- 
ſelf cannot ſuppoſe it to be contrary to divine juſtice. 
Nor can we apprehend that it is contrary to the 
wiſdom of God; for certainly if it be wiſe in the 
bleſſed God to wil the ſalvation of all; it muſt be 
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Py wiſe for him to do that which is neceſſary 
OT it. | 

THIRDLY. We have not only ſufficient evidence 
from obſervation, ſo far as that can furniſh us with 
evidence, reſpecting facts of this kind; but we have 
alſo clear ſcripture evidence, that men may be, and 
that many are, influenced by the Spirit of God, in 
a manner, and to a degree, ſufficient to terminate in 
their ſalvation, and yet everlaſtingly perith. Num- 
bers in the preſent age, of all denominations, where 
the goſpel is preached in any tolerable degree of 
truth and power, have been wrought upon, ſo that 
they have given every reaſonable proof that they are 
in the likely way to be ſaved; and that the opera- 
tions on their minds were thoſe of God himſelf; 
yet have turned again into fin, and lived and died 
in it. The ſcriptures clearly aſſert, or ſuppoſe this 
to be the caſe with many. What elſe, for inſtance, 
can any man make of Heb. vi. 8. x. 26—30. 
2 Pet. ii. 20—22? To me it clearly appears, that 
every expoſition of theſe and ſome other paſſages, 
which does not ſuppoſe and proceed on this ground, 
18 inſipid; and ſo far from being to the 
purpoſe of the apoſtle's meaning, that it directly 
counteracts his deſign in writing them. 

FouRTHLY. I think we ſhall find it true in fact 
that men in general, have the evidence of this truth in 
their own conſciences; even thoſe who live and die in 
fin. The generality of thoſe with whom I have 
converſed on the ſubject, have been obliged to own, 
that they have had thoſe operations on their minds 
which, I am perſuaded, could not come from any 
other being than God; and evidently tended to the 
converſion and ſalvation of the ſoul. 
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On theſe accounts, Sir, it appears evident to me, 
that when ſinners perith in unbelief, it is not to be 
aſcribed to the want of divine influences; which is 
either ſuppoſed in Mr. F's great queſtion, or I do 
not ſee any material difference between him and 
myſelf reſpecting this ſubject. I ſubmit theſe few 
thoughts to your judgment. Praying, that neither 
you nor J may ever be ſo unhappy as to guench tl e 
Hhirit, or to turn the grace of God into laſciviout- 
nels, I am, 


Dear Sir, 


Your's affectionately, &c. 
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DEAR SIR, 


O thyſelf is a piece of ancient advice, and 

has always been thought of great importance. 
May you and I advance in ſelf-knowledge as we ad- 
vance in life! As it is of great conſequence to all, it is 
particularly neceſſary for miniſters, to ſtudy, what I 
may here venture to call, the ſcience F man. This ſci- 
ence conſiſts of various branches; amongſt which, 
one is the moral ability of man. This has been a 
ſubject of no little debate in this world of darkneſs 
and contention. Mr. F. had enlarged a little upon 
It in his former Treatiſe ; and I dropped a few hints 
upon it in my laſt letters. Not in a metaphyſical 
way. For that I do not pretend to be ſuthciently 


--- Auualified; nor do I think it moſt advantageous, 


when, it can be avoided. I did then, and do till 
agree with him, that man, in his natural ſtate, is 
totally depraved, and unable to perform what is 
ſpiritually good. Yet I alſo agree with him that 
man is a free agent,” with regard to thoſe objects 
which God in his goſpel preſents to him, as a fallen 
creature, to recover him from his fallen ſtate. 
Otherwiſe, T cannot ſce how we can be the ſubjects 
of God's moral government, how the goſpel is a 
better covenant than the law; nor why the bleſſed 
God ſhould addreſs his creatures by motives, threat- 


enings, 
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enings, and promiſes, on a regard to which, their 
everlaſting lite and death are made to depend. 

On this ſubject, your friend has enlarged mach 
in his Reply; and ſcems to have exerted all his 
powers of reaſoning and eloquence, in order to ex- 
p;ſe the hypotheſis againſt which he militates. How 
tar he has conſidered the force of my obſervations, 
or ſucceeded in his deſign, is referred to you, Sir, 
and to other attentive readers, 

I am ſorry to find my ſelf under the diſagrecable 
neceſſity of mentioning a very glaring impropriety 
in the conduct of your pious and ingenious friend. 
do not aſcribe it to any deliberate corrupt deſign; 
tor of that I can truly ſay ti. at I do not think him 
capable. But how a perſon of his diſcernment and 
attention ſhould be guilty of ſuch an overſight, is 
not eaſy to be accounted for, unl-ſs by the old 
adage — «© The belt of men are but men at the 

belt.” My meaning, Sir, -is this. Speaking of 
moral inability, I had faid, „If men could never 
avoid 1t, and cannot deliver themſelves from it, and 
the bleſſed God will not deliver them, ſurely they 
ought not to be puniſhed for it, or for any of it's 
neceſſary effects. That this is the object kept in 
view in my reaſonings on the ſubject, and is the 
oe point attempted to be proved by them, you, Sir, 
will clearly obſerve, if you pleaſe to give them a 
iecond peruſal. This argument, however, your 
friend divides into three parts, (P. 29.) and makes 
theſe three parts, three diſtin& heads of diſcourle, 
as if the three clauſes were diſtin arguments. 
Whereas it is evident that the ſtrength of the argu- 


ment, if there be any ſtrength in it, ariſes from the 


connection of it's parts, 
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It would be eaſy, by the method which you 
friend has here taken, to make the molt evident 
truths, and the moſt unanſwerable arguments ap. 
pear ridiculous. Allow me to mention one in- 
ſtance, out of a thouſand, to exemplity*this.. Paul 
prays (1 Theſſ. v. 23.) that your whole Spirit, and 


ſoul, and boy, be preſerved blameleſs unto the coming 9 


our Lord Fejurs Chrij?, Now from the philoſophy 
of this text, you give me the definition of a man, 
You ſay, „He 1s a being compounded of a rational 
ſpirit, an animal foul, and a viſible body.” I op- 
poſe you; and to gain my point, I divide your pro- 
poſition, or definition, which conſiſts of three parts, 
into three diſtinct. major propoſitions; and reaſon 
againſt it as thus divided. I argue in the following 
manner. 

You ſay, That being which is poſſeſſed of: 
rational ſpirit is a man.“ But this cannot be uni 
verſally true; for angels have rational ſpirits, yet 
angels are not men, I take your ſecond clauſe, 
«That being which is poſſeſſed of an animal ſoul is 
a man.” But your definition is not exact, ſay I; 
for leopards and peacocks have animal ſouls; yet 
leopards and peacocks are not men. I then take 
up your third clauſe, That being which hath a vi- 
ſible body is a man.“ This cannot be always true, 
I repiy ; tor trees and plants have viſible bodies; 
but trees and plants are not men. What idea 
would you form, Sir, of ſuch an attack as this? I 
am miſtaken, however, if, on careful examination, 
it will not be found very ſimilar to that of your 
good friend, on this article. Yet, left this ſhould 
appear an evaſion, I am willing to conſider Mr. 
Is reply in the way which he has choſen. 

The tir{t branch, “men could never avoid it,” he 

| cxprelles 


EE TINTE V. 39 
expreſſes thus; “men being BORN IN SIN, or in- 
heriting their evil propenſities from. Adam's fall.” 
He juſtly obſerves that I « admit the ; and 
this is, in effect, to admit a © conflituted union having 
taken place between Adam and his poſterity.“ P. 29. 
« But this,” ſays he, “ is inconſiſtent with ſpcaking 
of Adam and his deſcendants in a ſeparate capacity 
and ſaying we could not be to blame, for what we 
could not avoid.” I cannot, however, diſcern this 
conſiſtency. I know of no ſcripture, nor any 
union between Adam and his poſterity, which ſup- 
poſes that to be done by them, which was done by 
him. I apprehend Mr. F. allows that there is a 
conſtituted union between Chriſt and believers; but 
he will not ſay that believers ought to be commended 
for what Chriſt did on their account. Yet there is 
evidently the ſame reaſon, in point of conf?rtuted 
union, to commend us for what Chriſt did, as to 
blame us for what Adam did. Or, it we fpeak of 
the effects of this union, in the impurity and miſery 
JW of mankind; is any man commended becauſe he is 
pardoned through Chriſt, or becauſe Chrilt gives 
him his holy Spirit to comfort and ſanctify his 
mind? Why then ſhould any man bc ſuppoſed to 
YeU be blame, in point of union, becauſe of the ſin 


ake or miſery derived from Adam? If there be an im- 
V1- putation of blame in the latter inſtance, it will cer- 
rue, 


tainly infer an imputation of praiſe in the former; 
©: {which I dare fay Mr. F. would tremble to main- 


* tain. The ſame might be alleged concerning many 
| other conſtituted unions, if the caſe were not lo clear 
or, Fas to render it unneceſſary to enlarge. 

our 


Your friend argues further, Infants are not to 
N blame in a perſonal capacity,” but, in conſequence 
of this union, © they muſt be to blame relatively.” 
P. 30. 
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P. 30. This expreſſion conveys to me no ſatis. 
factory idea. Relative blame, in this connection, I vc 
do not underſtand, But, if the ſcripture aſſert it, IM nc! 
wiſh to believe it, however incomprehenſible. Let th: 
{-ripture evidence be produced, and that will be de- is 
ciltive. But “how then can they be ſaid to be born co 
in fin?” If I uſe the expreflion, I mean, they are. 
born zmpure. it 
It Adam forfeited the divine favour and image, diſ 
and incurred milery and death on himſelf and his av 
poſterity, the confiituted umon by which theſe evils the 
were tranſmitted to his poſterity, mult be juſt and be 
proper, becauſe it is the work of divine wiſdom. M 
But there are no rules of juſtice known among men, tor 
by which his poſterity could be blamed for his con- {er 
duct. Unleſs we had poſitive ſcripture evidence oi an 
it, therefore, we ought not to believe it. It a no- che 
bleman prove a traitor, and thereby involve his po 
ſterity in ſhame and miſery, it is never ſuppoſed th v1 
they were 79 blame for his conduct, in which they ta 
were not perſonally concerned. They are rath«Mf to 
conſidered as the objects of pity than of blame. Ve 
I had ſaid, «I do not remember that the ſcripture m- 
ever blames man, much leſs condemns him, becauſe in 


he is born impure, or becauſe he is the ſibjeA o im 
impure propenſities; but for his mdulzence of them ha 
and neglect of that grace and ſalvation by which h fin 
might be delivered from the power of them. Mr vic 


F. «cannot underſtand how this can conliit wit) 
my other ſentiments, or with the nature of things. ¶ ce. 


P. 31. But is this a fact, Sir? That is the firſt en- e 
quiry. The truth of the fact is of infinitely mo an 
conſequence than my conſiſtency. How can we ui 
be ruined and depraved,” ſays your friend,“ by that 1s 
which does not in any ſenſe conſtitute us blame ©! 

worthy WW Vi 
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worthy *” I anſwer, if we are deprived of happi- 
neſs and expoled to miſery, whatever that miſery be, 
this is, ſo far, our ruin; and if we are impure, that 
is our depravity. This is ſufficient to prove my 
conſiſtency. But 

How does at «conſiſt with the nature of things? 
If blame does not lie in being the ſubject of an evil 
diſpoſition becauſe as individuals we could not 
avoid it; then, for the ſame reaſon, it cannot lie in 
the exerciſe of that diſpoſition, unleſs that alſo can 
be avoided.” Here, you will pleaſe to obſerve, Sir, 
Mr. F. changes my words “ impure propenſities, 
tor an evil diſpoſition;ꝰ and paſſes oyer part of the 
{entence to which he refers, “the neglect of grace 
and ſalvation by which he might be delivered from 
the power of them.” However, it is eaſy to an- 
{wer, that to indulge denotes the concurrence of our 
wills; but our wills had nothing to do with the 
tate in which we were born; and grace is provided 
to deliver us from the zndulgence of fin; not to pre- 
vent our being born impure. Mr. F. allows that 
man is a free agent. Now, is there no difference, 
in point of criminality, between our being born 
impure, in which we had no concern, of which we 
had no conception, and, as free agents, indulgin 
fin, and lighting the ſalvation which God has pro- 
vided ? 

Mr. F. next appeals to the objects of human 
cenſure. P. 33. b 
excuſing a churliſh, haughty, or covetous temper in 
any man, becauſe of his father's being ſo before 
him.“ But certainly if Mr. F. knew a perſon who 
is naturally haughty, churliſh, or covetous, by his 
*father's being ſo before him;“ if means are pro- 
vided by which this 8 might conquer 3 

. ba 


eople do not think, he ſays, « of. 
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bad tempers; if this perſon make uſe of theſe means 
and do conquer them, I believe Mr. F. would be 
too humane to blame his friend becauſe he derived 
theſe impure propenſities from his parents. On 
the other hand, if, amidſt all theſe advantages, his 
friend ſhould {till indulge theſe bad t-mpers, and 
imitate his wicked parents, I am perſuaded Mr. F. 
would blame him for ſuch voluntary imitation but 
not becauſe of the ſtate in which he was born. 

He further appeals to the purity of the divine 
law. But ſurely no law can forbid us to be born 
in that flate in which we are born, before we can 
rcad that law. No law can blame us for the cir- 
cumſtances in which we were brought into exiſt- 
ence, before we could poſſibly be the ſubjects of go- 
vernment. This, I think, is ſelf-evident. Your 
friend aflerts, but he does not prove, nor do I ap- 
prehend he is capable of proving, that to love God 
as the law requires, “ ſuppoſes the abſence of all evil 
propenſities. But it certainly forbids the ind. 
gence of any evil propenſity whatever. 

David “ took blame and ſhame to himſelf for his 
original impurity, * P. 36. This again is ſaid but 
not proved. That David confeſſed and lamented 
his original impurity (Pſal. li. 5.) I freely grant. 
But he ſays not a word of blame, on that account. 
Your friend refers, likewiſe, to Epheſ. ii. 3. But 
the whole context proves that the words by nature, 
in that palſage, do not relate to our birth; but to 
the ſtate in which we lived in ſin, before converſion, 

I am corrected in p. 36, 37. for uſing the words 
natural ability in a ſenſe that may “produce a con- 
fuſion of ideas.” But as I hinted that I uſed the 
words in an uncommon ſenſe, and gave the reaſon 
for it, (See Nine Letters, P. 65.) I cannot ſee way 

the 
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me expreſſion ſhould have this tendency. How- 
ever, as I think my meaning in that place is clcar, 
if any one can ſubſtitute a better word to convey 
that meaning, he has my conſent to do it. I have 
no inclination to contend about words. In the 
mean time, your good friend will not think I with 
to retaliate, which I cordially diſlike, if I venture 
to obſerve that he has uſed the very ſame terms, in 
a ſenſe not very different, and, I think, not very 
favourable to his own hypotheſis; and this without 
any qualiiying clauſe to prevent a miſunderſtanding. 
10 my reaſonings on the impropriety of ſuppoſing 
that man is puniſhed for what he could never 
avoid, he replies, “If he mean that they cannet but 
fin, though they would do otherwiſe never fo fain, it is 
granted all this reaſoning is juit. It would then be 
a natural inability, and therefore excuſable.” P. 38. 
Now, Sir, I enquire here, if this «reaſoning would 
be fair and juſt,” as Mr. F. allows that it would, 
(t.) Does not Mr. F. ſuppoſe and aſſert, (P. 32, 33, 
98, and elſewhere,) that believers cannot live per- 
fectly free from ſin? (2.) Would not true believ- 
ers very fin live perfectly free from fin, (Sze Rom. 
vi. Vit. Gale v. 15, KC |} if it were in their power? 
Will he then atjert that their inability is natural, 
and therefore excuſable ? "This muſt be his con- 
cluſion on his own premiſes. . But I need not re- 
mind him, or you, Sir, what conſequences would 
follow. It would be eaſy, if I miſtake not, to puſh 
leveral of your friend's replies on himſelf, in this 
manner, But 1 with not to avail mylelf of theſe 
advantages. 'The end of my writing 1s not the re- 
lutation of your friend, much leſs the expoſing of 
him; but the vindication of divine truth. Theſe 
ac not trzals of ſkill, but enquiries into the mind of 
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God. The truth, in the former caſe, might caſily 
be loſt by us both, and trampled underfoot by the 
unthinking ſpeCtators, who gaze for nothing but 
to obſerve the conteſt, while we, like two thought- 
leſs cocks, are crowing one againſt the other. 

Excuſe this freedom, Sir; the deſign of it is mu- 
tual advantage. Thus far your friend proceeds on 
the firit branch of the obnox1ous ſentence which led 
to all theſe remarks. Other buſineſs requires de- 
ſpatch at preſent. His reply to the ſecond and 
third branches of it muſt be deferred till anothe 
epiſtle. May the bleſſings of the new covenant be 
his and your evcrlalling portion! 


Affe clionately your's, &c. 


1 


Err 


de- DAR Sik, 


het * the beginning of my laſt, I mentioned a ſen- 

tence contained in the Nine Letters, which ſeems 
very obnoxious to your good friend Mr. F. and his 
manner of proceeding in refuting that ſentence. 
Both theſe ſubjects you will recollect ; and thereby 
ſave me the trouble of repetition. 

The ſecond part of that ſentence is, “and cannot 
deliver themſelves from it,” that is, from moral ina- 
bility. Mr. F. delivers my meaning thus. “If our 
moral inability is invincible, it is excufable.” P. 37. 
Whereas, you know, Sir, that I did not plead for 
man's excuſableneſs, from the invinciblenefs of his 
moral inability alone; but from all the three conlider- 
ations, as referred to the ſtate of man, and as com- 
bined in one argument. If they could never avoid 
it; and cannot deliver themſelves from it; and the 
bleſſed God will not deliver them.” Mr. F's un- 
warrantable mode of diſcuſſing the ſubject, not any 
malevolence of temper and deſign, led him to this 
involuntary miſrepreſentation. I ſhall not be too 
ſree in ſaying that as three diſtin clauſes formed 
one argument in my Obſervations, they ought to have 
been ſo conſidered in his Reply. It is eaſy to mutilate 
an argument, or take a detached part ot it, and play 
upon that, when the whole argument, in it's original 
* L Rlform, cannot be fairly anſwered, 
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On this head, your friend, with his uſual inge- 
nuity, which is very conſiderable, makes ſeveral di- 
ſtinctions. But I think we need not take up time 
on theſe, in ſo plain a caſe. If man be without 
pawn, he is without, whatever power we ſpeak of, 

moral power be neceſſary to obedience, and man 
never had it, nor ever could have it, he never could 
poſſibly obey; and therefore could never be juſtly 
damned for not obeying. This J have aſſerted, 
and do aſſert. How far it is ſelf-evident; and how 
far my laſt or theſe letters may throw light upon it, 
vou, Sir, and other readers will decide. 

I have no objection to proper diſtinctions when 
requiſite; but I think it muſt ſtrike an attentive and 
candid mind, that every work requires abilities 
adequate to the nature of it. Strength of body, for 
inſtance, qualifies no man for intellectual exercifcs. 
Theſe require mental capacities proportionate 1 
their quality and difficulty. Good mental capacitic 
qualify a perſon for intellectual exertions; but thelt 
are merely natural, and can never enable any man 
to perform what is morally and ſpiritually good. 
Mr. F. and all thinking men will admit that theſe 
are not * ſufficient for the performance of what 1s 
{piritually good. Spiritual exerciſes require ſpiri- 
tual capacities. If a man never poſſeſſed theſe, no! 
ever could poſſeſs them, we can never reaſonablj 
imagine that a righteous and gracious God wil 
conſign him to an eternal hell, becauſe he does no! 
perform ſpiritual duties; any more than we call 
think that a righteous and kind magiſtrate will con. 
demn an 1diot to the gallows or the gibbet, becauſe 
he is not a philoſopher; or command an infant tob 
pilloried or burnt alive, becauſe he docs not car?) 

a ton weight. 
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If ſo, Mr. F. ſays, „it mult follow that men are 
excuſable in exact proportion to the ſtrength of 
their evil propenſities. P. 39. I anſwer, true, 
If theſe evil propenſities were always unavoidable, 
and could never be overcome, and the bleſſed God 
reſolved never to enable men to overcome them, I 
cannot but allow the evidence of this concluſion. 
But then, as I am perſuaded, for reaſons given above 
and elſewhere, that both the premiſes and concluſion 
are too horrid to have any connection withdivinetruth; 
am alſo perſuaded that this concluſion itſelf involves 
in it the entire overthrow of Mr. F's hypotheſis. 

If this be true, your friend alleges further, „it is 
either poſ/zble that ns offences ſhould come, or elſe no wo? 
is due to thoſe by whom they come. P. 39, 40. But 
ought he not to have obſerved, Sir, that our Lord is 
not ſpeaking, in Luke xvii. 1. of what was always 
impoſſible, and could not be otherwiſe; but of what 
is noto the natural effect of man's enmity againſt 
God and religion? Ought he not firſt to have prov- 
ed that men could never avid it, and cannot deliver 
hem ſelves from it, and that the Be God will nat 
deliver them.” Vill this be proved, the paſſage can- 
not afford the ſlighteſt argument in favour of his 
ideas, or in oppolition to mine. By the mode of 
diſcuſſion which he has adopted, by dividing one 
argument into three, and conſideringtheſe ſeparately, 
he evidently loſes ſight of the principles againſt 
which he ought to be reaſoning, and throws himſelf 
and his readers into perpetual confuſion. 

It Mr. F. pleaſe to take the argument of his op- 
ponent as he finds it, and reaſon againſt it in it's 
own native form, which every diſputant ought to do, 
he cannot but eaſily find that his reply falls by it's 
own weight, It he will give fair politive evidence, 

that 
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that any one man was always under the unavoidable 
necciiity of finning, and that God never made any 
proviſion of help for him, to deliver him from it, 
there will be no difficulty in proving that ſuch a 
man is not to blame. All the principles of bene- 
volence and juſtice, of reaſon and ſcripture, will ac- 
quit that man from condemnation. 

As to Mr. F's uſe of the word invincible, P. 40. 
I have no contention with him on that head. Ever 
author, I ſuppoſe, hath a right to expreſs his ſenti- 
ments in what terms he pleaſes. I wilh not to 
contend about words, but thin g. | 

We now come to Mr. F's reply to the third 
clauſe of the ſentence bsfore— mentioned, «Tf the 
bleed God will not deliver them.” If you pleaſe 
to compare the fifty ninth and ſixty ſixth pages of 
my Nine Letters, with Mr. F's Reply, P. 41. you 
will mcet with another flagrant proof of what J 
alcribe, as before, to his unwarrantable manner of 
diſcuſſing the ſubject. But how he fo ſtrangely for- 
got him ſelf, I cannot pretend to ſay. 

I cordially join with him in gratitude to God, 
that moral inability is conquerable by grace. May 
he, may you, Sir, and your unworthy correſpondent, 
daily prove it by happy experience; and may we 
all ling grace triumphant | in heaven for ever! 

66 Suppoſe,” your friend ſays, “ for argument's 
ſake, we grant him his hypothelis, 1 queſtion if it 
will anſwer his end.” 1 do not know that I here 


underitand him. I with to have no hypotheſis that 


will not endure the ſevereſt teſt ; nor to haveany thing 
granted me without proof. My hypotheſis here is, 
that no man is t2 blame for what he could never 


poſſibly avoid. My end is to prove this; and thercby 
To „juſtify the ways of God to men.“ 


It 
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If chis hypotheſis can be proved, if «the laſt mem- 
ber of the polition be cordially adopted, P. 42. 1 am 
willing to be anſwerable for all the conſequences. At 

reſent I am concerned in defence of the eis, 
which Mr. F. apprehends to be « ſubverſive of it- 


ſelt.” For ſays he, „making this ſuppoſed grace the 


only thing which conſtitutes men accountable be- 
ings, is mak ing it a DEBTſurely, rather than GRACE. ' 
I anſwer; (I.) when I Gal of grace, I with to 
[peak of real, not ſuppoſed grace. (2.) Suppoſe we 
excuſe his play on the word grace, which is not in 
the ſentence to which he is making this laboured 
reply; and his change of prniſhed for accountable, 
vet ſtill, the poſition to which he refers, does not 
ſpeak of grace as the only thing which renders men 
acconntable. You remember, Sir, the poſition is, 
«It men could not avoid it, and cannot deliver 
themſelves from it, and the bleſſed God will not 
deliver them,” they ought not to be puniſhed. I 
am inclined to think, the candid attentive reader wilt 
conclude that your friend has, on this head, em- 
* ed his invention, with much aſliduity, to very 
tlie advantage. 

I thank him for his good opinion of my humi- 
lity and integrity. P. 42. The Lord make me, 
and keep me what he ſuppoſes me to be. In return, 
Sir, for this civility, I do aſſure you, that though I 


entirely diſapprove of his conduct in metamorphoſ- 


ing my arguments as he has done; yet I ſincerely 
hope it was ſome way or other an overſight, and by 
no means, to be aſcribed ta deſign, 

This ſuppoſed grace,” he ſays, . does not prove 
Jehovah to be gracious; if it ſerves for any thing, it 
can be only to juſtify his character from the impu- 
tation of injuſtice and cruelty,” P. 43. This, to be 
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fure, is diminutive enough. How does your frient 
make it manifeſt? Why, having repreſented my 
ſcheme in the light above-mentioned, he reaſons in 
the following wonderful manner. « Now if things 
are fo, that men, without the beſtowment of grace, 
would have been free from criminality; ſurely the 
righteouſneſs of God could never have ſuffered them 
to bz ſent to hell, and the goodneſs of God we may 
ſuppoſe would have raiſcd them to eternal life; and ſo 
they might have been innocent and happy if Jeras had 
never dicd: but now, alas! in conſcquence of his 
coming, and of grace being given them, to deliver 
them from ſomething w herein they were never blame- 
worthy; now they he all expoſcd to inexculabie 
blame, and everlailting ruin!!!” P. 43, 44. 

May I be permitted, Sir, without offence, to 
propoſe a few queries on this extraordinary period! 
(1.) Can your triend prove that without *the be- 
{towment of grace,” there would ever have been 
any men to be © free from criminality.” Can he 
prove that Adam would not have died immediately, 
accordi:g to the threatening, if grace had not beca 
gle, in che promiſe? (2.) Su ppoting Adam had 
not died, according to the threatening, can he prove 
that Adam's potterity would have been ſent to hall 
tor their father's fin, or for any of it's neceflary 
conſequences? (3.) As Chriſt is now come, and 
grace is now given, will he deny that thoſe who 
die in unbeliet under the golpel, are puniſhed m7: 
ſeverely than they would have been, if Chriſt had 
never been ſent, and preached to them? (4.) Can 
he fairly account for this more ſevere punt N on 
any other ground, than that now they enjoy ſome 
advantages by the coming of Chriſt, which they 
might have improved, and yet have neglected? 
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50 Could they ever have enjoyed theſe advantages, 


it Chriſt had not come and died for them ? 
If you, Sir, or your friend will anſwer theſe 


queries, the contents of the ſtrange period above 


tranſcribed, will lie open to a fair diſcuſiion. In 
the mean time, I entirely accede to his propoſal, 
and ſubmit it to the judgment of the oblervant 
reader, whether the conſequences he mentions, 
P. 44. * belong to his ſentiments or mine.” 

« That Chriit dicd for our ſins” I certainly allow, 
is *a fundamental doctrine of Chriſtianity.“ But, 
Mr. F. ſays, in the ſame ſtrain as before,“ If my ſen- 
timents are true, Chriit did not come into the world 
to ſave men from fin, but rather to put them into a ca- 
pacity of ſinning; as it is in conſsquence of his death, 

and that alone, chat guilt becomes chargeable upon 
mem.“ Wonderful indeed! and more fo, that he 
|hould print this concluſion in Capi itals, Suſfer me 
to propoſe an enquiry or two further here. 

Does not Mr. F. allow that man is a free 
agent, and poſitively aſſert his belief of it? Are not 
ie agents capable of lining? Is lic fure then, that 
the poiterity of Adam never ſinned, never couid ſin, 
but as the neceſſary conſequence of the ſin of their 
fit father? When he has proved that without a 
promiſe of grace in Chriſt, the Pokern ty of Adam 
would have exiſted, can he yy prove that theſe free 
agents would never have willingly and unneceſſarily 
imitated their father in ſinning againſt God? Without 
any ſuppoſitions of what would have been, which are 
generally very precarious grounds of argument, tak- 
Ing the world as it now 1s, can he prove that men do 
100 willingly and unnecellarily oftend their Maker? 

nothing done wrong in this world but what is the 


cceſſary and unavoidable effec of Adam's trangreſ- 
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ſion? Are not all our voluntary ſins juſtly charged 


upon us? Now 1s any thing more clear than that 


Chriſt came to die for theſe voluntary fins, as well as 


ſins of ignorance, or fins of any other deſcription? If 
not, could you blame any man, asuncivil, it he thould 
happen to call a great part of your friend 's reaſon- 
ings on theſe ſubjects mere parade? 

Mr. I. juſtly oblerves (P. 45.) that J ſuppoſe 
fallen man „really and totally unable to do good; 
and I explained my meaning, by ſaving, * ſpiritual 
good.” But is there no medium, Sir, between do- 
ing what is ſprr:tually good, and going to the utmolt 
lengths of wickedneis? Are men under the neceſſity 
of working all abominations, becaufe they cannot, 
without divine grace, ſerve God ſpiritually? Do 
not men work theſe abominations? Mult not theſe 
abominations be atoned for, or men be eternall 
miſcrable? Did not Chriſt die to atone for thch 
abominations? Did he not then die for OUR $1N$ 
Now, Sir, J ſubmit it to your determination, whe- 
ther your friend have or have not © adopted an ii. 
defenſible mode of reaſoning.” P. 46. 

My conſcience bears me witneſs that I do nol 
indulge a ſuſpicion that Mr. F. is capable of 4 
ſigning any thing unfair, either to impoſe upon hi 
reader, or to refute his antagoniſt. I do, therefore 
ſincerely aſcribe this great inſtance of inadvertenc) 
and ſeveral others of leſs conſequence, to the imbe 
cility of the human mind; and to the diſadvanti 
geous ſituation to which the moſt upright diſputan 
may poſſibly be reduced. As he withes, howeve 
to be corrected, if miſtaken, which is a farthe 


terence, adviſe him to conſider that the queſtion be 
tween us relates to thoſe ideas which all men hai 
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of juſtice. Now can it be fairly proved from any 
theological or moral topic, that it is right for a man 
to be eternally puniſhed for what he could never poſ- 
ſibly avoid ? If men could never avoid it, cannot de- 
liver themſclves from it, and the bleſſed God will not 
deliver them,“ can their eternal puniſhment be proved 
to be juſt? This is the queſtion; to which, I think, 
Mr. F. has not, amidſt all his ingenious labour, 
attempted to give a direct anſwer. Yet nothing is 
done, till a direct anſwer be given. Let him then 
take the polition in it's own form, as every one un- 
doubtedly ought to do. Let him give fairpolitive evi- 
dence that ſuch puniſhment is in fact, according to the 
known rules of juſtice. I aſk no more. And ever 
man muſt confeſs that this demand is reaſonable. 
| hope I ſhall not be too free in ſubjoining, that 
the Ratio ex conceſſis, and the Reductis ad abſurdum, 
are weapons which, on proper occaſions, may be uſed 
to conliderable advantage. But they require a de- 
licate hand. Your friend ſeems fond of them, and 
to be maſter of them in no inconſiderable degree; 
but whether he have not, on this occaſion, uſed them 
too freely, and puſhed them a little too far, may 
perhaps deſerve his further conſideration. 

Excuſe the freedom of theſe remarks ; and let not 
any undeſigned offence. alienate your affections 
from, or interrupt the continuance of your ſuppli- 
cations in behalf of, 


Dear Sir, 


Your's Affectionately, &c. 
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Dran SIR, 


T is greatly advantageous in writing on any ſub- 
ject, to be clear and diſtinct in thought and ex- 

preſſion. You will therefore excule it, if after all 
which has been ſaid on Moral ability, J {till pre- 
ſume ſo far on your candour and patience, as to 
offer a few explanatory thoughts on the ſubject. 
This I intend to attempt in the preſent Letter, af- 
ter I have dropped an obſervation or two further 
on Mr. F's reply to what I have formerly written 
concerning it. 

He aſſerts (P. 46. ) that © men have the ſame natu- 
ral ability to embrace Chriſt as to reject him.” 
But if moral ability is neceſſary for moral purpoſes, 
which Mr. F. and all men will admit, and do fre— 
quently admit; and if men neither have, nor can 
have this moral ability, then what end will their a- 
tural ability anſwer? Wherein can they be to 
blame for not uſing a capacity of which they never 
were, nor ever could be poſſeſſed? This is the queſtion 
which is ſtill unanſwered; and ſuggeſts the great 
difficulty which ſtill remains unremoved. He very 
juſtly obſerves, that „ whoever be right, he os I, 
neither of us ought to take his own hypotheſis for 
granted, and proceed to charge the conſequences 
upon the other.” P. 47. Yet he ſays the whole 
force of my reaſoning, in ſoime places, reſts on the 
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ſuppoſition that «natural power is not power.” I 
always ſuppoſe that natural power is natural power. 

But I never fuppoſe that natural power is moral 
ower, and I hope it is more than taken for grant- 

ed by us both, that moral power is necellary for the 
performance of moral dutics. I do ſuppoſe with 
Mr. F. “ and with all conſiderate men, that *natu- 

ral ability 1s not ol itſelf ſufficient for the perform- 
ance of good;” and I ſhould think it too plain to 

- Þ require any formal proof. Now if this be true, 
no man can ſurely be juſtly condemned for not 
performing good, when he neither has, nor ever 


could have any other power than what is merely 

q natural. Could we diveſt ourſelves of prejudice 
. 5 7 

A. ¶ and attachment to ſyſtem, I ſhould think ſo obvious 

- : truth would ſtrike every thinking mind. 

er 


Your friend, however, aſſerts further, that *natu- 
ral power is power, properly ſo called, and is to all 
intents and purpoſes, ſufficient to render men ac- 
countable beings.”* It is undoubtedly ſo with re- 
gard to natural things. But it cannot poſſibly ex- 
end further. Every kind of performances mult 
re- Wrequire capacity adapted to ſuch performances. For 
an Winitance ; ſuppoſing the bleſſed God command a Sir 
-l ſaac Newton to ſtudy the magnitude and motions 

to Ft the ſtars, or à Mr. Locke to aſcertain the power, 
Ver nd deſcribe the procedure of the human under- 
landing; theſe great men are under every obliga- 
reat Fion to do it, and are juſtly accountable to their 
ery Maker, if they do it not. But certainly we cannot 
+ I, Bimagine it poſſible for a God of juſtice and love to 
for Tommand a new born child to ſtudy the works of 
ces Fhature, or to puniſh him for not doing it. The 
calon is obvious to every one. He has not capa- 

city 
2p0- Ste his former Treatiſe, P. 186, | 
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city for it. Equally inconſiſtent is it with juſtice, 


and much more with love, to command Sir Iſaac 


Newton or Mr. Locke to believe in Clirilt, and to 
puniſh them in hell for ever becauſe they do not 
believe in him, if they never had, nor ever could 
poſſibly have ability to believe in him. Mental 
capacities, or natural power, though equal to the 
capacities of angels, are nothing to the purpoſe, 
unleſs men have or may have the moral ability 10 
employ thoſe capacities on moral and ſpiritual ſub. 
jects in obedience to their Maker. 

I obſerve that on this ſubject, Mr. F. is very po- 
ſitive in aſſertions, and very free in challe enges 
and demands of proof. (P. 40, 47.) It will be no 
offence, on this oecaſion, to remind him that, as he 
is now on the affirmative ſide, it belongs to him 10 
prove, I truſt what has been, and may be ſaid on 
the ſubject is not totally deſtitute of proof. Br 
his antagoniſts are under no obligation to atten} 
proving till he have attempted it himſelf, For ny 

hart, 1 do not pretend to be qualified to teach mai 
Lind on metaphyſical ſubjects. But it your frierd 
chooſe to relinquiſh his former ſentiments, and re- 
tract his former expreſſions, and wiil undertake to 
prove on the contrary, that “ natural power is ſuft- 
cient for the performance of good, I have no ob- 
jection againſt reading what he ſhall fav on that 
ſide of the queſtion. At preſent, I confeſs, it ap- 
pears to me as Equitable to condemn a porter, be- 
cauſe he does not calculate the cclipſes by the 
ſtrength of his body, or a feeble philoſopher, be- 
cauſe he does not perform the buſineſs of a porter 
by his refined underſtanding, as to condemn a man 
who has only natural ability, and never had, not 
erer could have anv other, becauſe he does not pet 
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form moral and ſpiritual duties; and, therefore, I am 
perſuaded that this is inconſiſtent with the perfec- 
tions and proceedings of the holy, righteous and 
gracious God. 

If, on the other hand, Mr. F. will chooſe to abide 
by what he has aſſerted, and ſtill maintain that“ na- 
tural ability is not of itſelf ſufficient for the per- 
formance of good,” it is to very little purpoſe to al- 
lege that Pharaoh and others *©c:u/d have complied 
if they would,” For if they could never 207 to 
comply, they never could have that ability, which, 
by his own conceſſion, is «ſufficient for the per- 
formance of good; and conſequently, they never 
could, according to any ideas of juſtice, be puniſhed 
for not performing it. 

It will poſſibly ſtrike ſome readers that what is 
referred to, in this and ſome other places, might 
be improved as an implication of inconſiſtency in 
your good friend, This I cannot deny; but with 
me, it is a matter of very little conſequence. The 
end of my writing is not to expoſe an opponent; 
but, according to the ability which God has given 
me, to vindicate the truth. A doctrine is not more 
or leſs true, becauſe it differs from, or agrees with, 
the other ſentiments or expreſſions of him who 
maintains it. No man's creed, nor his occaſional 
expreſſions, ought to be conſidered as the teſt of 
truth; and therefore in this point of view, they arc 
of no account with me. However important and 
valuable conſiſtency is, a man may be very con- 
ſiſtent, and yet wholly involved in error. He may, 
on the other hand, make frequent {lips in point of 
conſiſtency, yet have much truth on his ſide; and 
lay many good and unanſwerable things in vindi- 
cation of it. Now if truth prevail, God will be 

F 3 glorified; 
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glorified; and we ought to be ſatisfied, and thank- 
ful. Iruth is always conſiſtent with itſelf; and 
happy is he who is moſt conſiſtent in his regards t» 
it. But to expoſe the inconliſtencies of an adver- 
ſary, is not the buſineſs of a diſputant, further than 
the truth in queſtion appears to require it. 

Mr. F's remarks on the fallen angels (P. 48, 49. 
give me a little ſurprize. Here I can hardly guels 
at his meaning. He ſays „their caſe ſufſſicient], 
ſerves to refute my ſuppoſition.” But he neither 
refers to any page, nor cites any words of mine ; 
and I profels, I do not know what ſuppoſition he 
has in view. I recollect no ſuppoſnion of mine 
that is affected by what he ſays of the fallen angels. 
] muſt, therefore, content myſelf with ſaying in ge- 
neral, that if he can prove theſe unhappy ſpirits to 
have been all condemned for the ſin of one — that 
none of the reſt could ever poſſibly avoid ſinning — 
that Chriſt has died for part of them at leaſt — that 
ſalvation 1s preached in hell to them all —that they 
are all called to receive Chriſt on pain of eternal 
damnation — that they are all encouraged to ,do it 
by promiſes of pardon and life; if theſe things can 
be proved, there will be ſome reſemblance between 
the ſtate of fallen angels and that of fallen men, 
and ſome plauſibility in this part of your friend's 
reply. But if theſe things cannot be proved, I mult 
think that many will read his remarks here with 
aſtoniſhment. — The deſign of the next paragraph, 
in P. 49. has been conſidered alrcady. 

In the ſame page, Mr. F. « queſtions if I mean 
any thing more by my notion of grace than they do 
by natural ability.” But, alas! we have often ſeen 
that when wiſe and good men turn from what a 
perſon ſays, to queſtion about what he means, their 
queſtionings 
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queſtionings have cut an awkward figure, and ter- 
ininated in very litde advantage to themſelves or 
their readers, I] with to OPP: 1e nothing contained 
in P. 50, 51. fo far as the preſe at ſubf. ct is con- 
cerne d; unless the laſt parags ap! n of P. 51. the pur- 
port of which has been already conſidered. 

Being now arrived at the cloſe of Mr. I's la— 
bourcd diſcuſſion of this ſubject, will you allow me, 
Sir, to conclude this letter, with a few general re- 
marks chiefly by way of explanation ? 

1. The hints dre opped above reſpecdting moral 
ability do not, by any means, pre etend to metaphy- 
* preciſion; but merely to itluſtrate and conzrin 
this one poſition; No man can be condemned to 
eternal torments, according to any known and al- 
ſowed rules of juſtice, for not performing that 
which he never had, nor ever could po:nbly have 
power f{ullicient to perform.“ Now as all conſi— 
derate men agree with Mr. F. and myſelf, that 
„natural power is not of itſelf ſufſicient for the 
performance of what 1s ſpiritually good,” no man 
can juſtly be condemned to eternal miſery for not 
performing this, who never had, nor ever could 
poſſibly have any power but what is merely na- 
tural. Conſequently, it may reaſonably and ſafely 
be concluded that a righteous and gracious God will 
not ſo treat his intelligent creatures. 

2. Morulity, if J underitand it, is that which is 
agreeable to the law of nature; or ſuch a temper 
and conduct as our relation to our Maker demands. 
Moral ability is power to exerciſe and maintain ſuch 
a temper and conduct; or power to be abſolutely 
devoted to God. 

3. If God is pleaſed to command any poſitive 
dutics under any diſpenſation of religion, or to ap- 
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point any outward forms in the practice of moral 
duty, we are under moral and indiſpenſible obliga- 
tions to cbſerve them; though they can be practiſed 
by the merely natural capacities and powers of the 
body or mind. Theſe dutics, as to the outward 
performance, are merely natural; becauſe they can 
be performed without any purity of mind, or ſpiri- 
tual operations on the heart; although a ſpiritual 
frame of mind, or moral purity ought to accom- 
pany every performance whatfocver, Now a power 
of readily ſubmitting to theſe and every divine ap- 
pointment, and of performing it as God directs, is 
what J mean by moral ability. This ability, as it 
reſpects the ſpirituality of the moral law, which re- 
quires that we love God, with all our hearts, I ſup- 
pole no man naturally poſſeſſes, ſince the fall of 
Adam. 

4. For the ſame reaſon above-mentioned, what- 
foever it {hall pleaſe God to declare, exhibit, re- 
commend, give, or reveal, it is the duty of man, as 
the ſubject of God's moral government, to believe, 
receive, or obſerve. Ability to do this is alſo mo- 
ral ability, as I underſtand that phraſe. 

. "The preſent queſtion is not whether man in 
himſelf, as a fallen creature, without any divine 
operation or influence on his mind, has the imme— 
diate power of moral obedience, in this 4% inſtance 
of it. This I do not ſuppoſe. But whether, as a 

ational creature, though ſpirituaily dead, he is not 
capable by the divine influence, of being informed, 
convinced, and awakened, to ſee the danger he is in, 
and the help provided for him; and whether this 1s 
not calculated to produce proper attention to the 
good tidings of mercy and dove, ſent to him in the 
Zoſpel, concerning Jeſus Chriſt who died for him, 

ane 
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and 15 able and willing to fave him. This is what 


] believe and maintain; that by the belief of the 
colpel, and the impretſion of it on his mind, the 
Bader: as dead in ir, pajſes and fins, is brought to 
love and obey his God, or is brought, in a degree, 
to that moral ability Which the law uppoles , and 
which man poileſRed in his perfect ſtate, This is 
what 1 underitand by the Expreiko! 18 hegitien by tire 
gofpel — barn of the je ed of the wird - and other ſi- 
miiar phrales, common in ſcripture. 

6. In this ſenſe, be it right or wrong, I with to 
be underſtood, whenever 1 tpcal: of moral ab! lity, 
as now poiteed by ſinſul man. Not a power to 
keep the law; but a power, by grace, to receive 
the Solpel, in hat manner in which it is diſpenſed 
to us, and for thoſe ends which are deſigned by the 
minittry of it; not as a rule of life to men, which 
the law continues ever to be; but as a meiſage of 
le and falvation to loft liners ; fuited to theirs con. 
dition; which if receiv ed Will affuredly make them 
lappy. 

7. Mr. F. blames me (P. 36.) for ſaying that 
moral inability is, in 4 05 e, natural. By ſay- 
ing it 1s ſo, in t/ 15 J ſen ſe, { think the expreſſion 
is ſecure from the tendency or effect of which he 
ſeems apprehenſive. I knew it was not fo called 
by metaphyſical writers in general; and this J inti- 
mated. But J am ſtill perluaded that both the idea 
and expreſſion are juſtifiable, in that connection. 

That inability with which we are born, which al- 
ways attended us, and from which we cannot de- 
liver ourſelves, is certainly, in that ſenſe, natural to 
us. Phraſes, however, are nothing with me; but 
the ideas conveyed by them. It a leſs offenſive 
term can be uſ-d, I am willing to. adopt it, Sip- 
polig 
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poſing we ſay that, according to your friend's opi- 
nion, man is, in the nature r things, neceſſarily un- 
able to receive the goſpel. This is what I mean; 
and I with to be underſtood as maintaining, that if 
this be the caſe, he cannot be juſtly condemned to 
everlalling puniſhment for not receiving it. If he 
be, it is certain he is everlaſtingly puniſhed for not 
performing that which was always, in the nature 5 
things, abſolutely impoſſible. It was abſolutely 
impo:tible that he ſhould avoid it at his birth, or at 
any following period. He could never poſſibly 
recover himſelf; he could never poſſibly be recovered 
by grace, if no grace be ovided tor him, if the 
bletſed God have determined that none ſhall ever 
be given him, and that his mind ſhall never be 
wrought upon by his ſpirit, 

8. If it be here ſaid that“ the t of man is the 
faculty polluted; that man may be ſaved, if he 2; 
it is eaſy to anſwer — that if this were admitted, 
yet no man was in any degree, the cauſe of this 
pollution, nor, in the leaſt, acceſſary to it; and 
thercfore cannot be juſtly puniſhed for it, — But it 

annot be admitted that the will of man is the 2 
faculty polluted. I he tenor of ſcripture, and the 
expericnce of all mankind evince, that the other fa- 
culties are alſo polluted. — It is evident, further, 
that whatcver pollution we are the ſubjects of, by 
our deſcent from Adam, this is wholly by the di- 


rection of the All-wiſe Creator, who conſtituted 


the union which ſubſiited between Adam and his 
offspring. If any man, therefore, be eternally mi- 


fcrabie, as the neceſſary inſeparable effect of the 
divine Conititution, by which he derives impurity 
from his firtt parent, it is certain this man had no 
concern in his on ruin; nor could he polſlibly, in 
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the nature of things, avoid or prevent it, at any 
time, or by any means whatſoever, He is, to all. 
intents and purpoles, loſt without any criminality 
which he could ever poſſibly avoid; and whatever 
natural power he have, he never was, with reſpect 
to the cauſe of his final miſery, a moral agent, or 
an accountable creature. However metaphyſicians 
chooſe to expreſs themſelves, his {in is ſtrictly natu- 
ral, it comes upon him in the eſtabliſhed order of 
nature; and is for cver unavoidable, by the appoint- 
ment of the great. Ichovah, whoſe appointments 
cannot be reſiſted. If this be not a proper repre- 
ſentation of the ſcheme I here with to oppoſe, even 
the ſcheme of Mr. F. himſcif, I ſhall be glad to 
receive correction. If it be, I ſhould be glad to 
know by what means 1t can be reconciled with the 
general tenor of {cripture—with the divine per- 
{ions — or the proceedings cf the day oi judgment. 
9. While this ſubject is in hand, 1 add once 
wore; that periſhing ſinners could never provide a 
Saviour nor ſalvation for themſelves. They can 
ever poſſibly be ſaved, unleſs God have provided 
lalvation for them. Mr. F. indeed, allows that 
the death of Chriſt is ſuſticient for them. P. 63. 
but God was not plcaſed to conſtitute 1t the price 
of their redemption. P. 64. They are, therefore, 
in every point of view, naturally under the abſolute 
eceſſity of lying down in everlaſting ſorrow. But 
| we can allow that Chriſt lightens every man that 
omes into the world — that God is willing that all 
ſhould come to repentance that Jeſus taſted death 
lor every man; all which are the expreſs declarati- 
ons of ſcripture; then the hypotheſis I have juſt 
now repreſented falls to the ground; God is clear 
when he judges and condemns the obſtinate ſinner ; 
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difficulties are removed; and the ſinner 1s left eter. 
nally inexcuſable, if he deſtroy himſelf. 

Shall I now diſmiſs this ſubject, my good Sir, 
with an appeal to your conſcience, whether thi 
view of things do not afford, at leaſt, a preſumptive 
argument in favour of the univerſality of divine 
Jove, and of our bleſſed Saviour's death? But the 
poſitive evidence in favour of theſe doctrines mul 
be the ſubje& of future enquiry. Till then, and 
always, may he who giveth underſtanding to the Sample 
be the conſtant guide of you, ot Mr. F. and of 


Your affectionate friend. 
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DEAR SIR, 


Tf walk on clear ground is agrecable, becauſe 
it is ſafe, Scripture is the only clear ground 
in all the intricate and thorny paths of religious 
controverſy. While we are defining terms, or aſ- 


ſerting and denying facts reſpecting the ſubjeQs of 


natural and moral ability, we have not ſuch clear 


and expreſs teſtimony, though the great object in 
view be ſuſiciently evident, if that would give us 
ſatisfaction. But when we can directly appeal for 
evidence, „to the law and to the teſtimony,” the 
mind 1s ſenſibly relieved, becauſe the foundation on 
which we build is firm and immoveable. Happy 
tor us never to have any foundation of faith or 
practice but that of the prophets and apoſtles, 0 
G riſt himſelf being the chief corner ſtone! ] am 
pleaſed, therefore, in having arrived thus far in the 


debate with your good friend ; and in approaching 


nearer to the deciſion of that book by which we 
ought to ry all things; and by which we mult be 
jueged at the laſt day. — The preſent queſtion is 
« Whether faith. in Chriſt be a requirement of the 
moral law? 

At Mr. T's entrance on the diſcuſſion of this 
queſtion, he finds a difficulty in reconciling me to 
myſelf. I had ſaid that the moral law is ©the i in- 
variable rule of human conduct, and the infallible 
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teſt of right and wrong.” This I ſtill maintain, a 


an evident and important truth. Burt he ſeems to © 
think it hardly conſiſtent with another expreſſion} * 
of mine; which is, that “final miſery was not . 

> 


brought upon ſinners by their tranſgreſſion of the 
law, but by their rejection of the overtures of mer- ( 

cy. P. 53. You will pleaſe to conſult the paſſage 0 
from which Mr. F. has ſelected this expreſſion. ] ©? 
(Nine Letters, P. 86.) I paſs by that, and obſerve, * 
that the firſt queſtion is whether theſe two exprel. 
lions do not relate two certain facts. If they do, 8 
they are undoubtedly conſiſtent whether we can re- A 


concue them or not. On the former, we have no 26 
diſpute, As to the latter, I think the paſſages re] ©, 
ferred to are very deciſive. The paſſages referred "2 
to are Prov. i. 23, 24 — 28. Mat. x. 6, 7, 11 —1;, 6 
xi. 20—25, Mark xvi. 16. John iii. 18, 30 ink 
Acts xiii. 38 — 47. 2 Thell. i. 8. ii. 10, 11, 12 =P 
Heb. ii. 3. iv. 2. I take it for granted, therefor, * 
that the two paſſages to which Mr. F. refers, con- 8 
tain two undeniable truths. | 55 
As to the reconciliatian ef them ; I cannot per 5 * 

ceive any difficulty in that. You can very eaſi 
1 bo . Wl refy 

make a diſtinction, Sir, between a law that is 
: . W ecu! 
rule of conduct, and a propoſal of mercy to hin this 


who breaks that law. — You can diftinguiſh be 
fect 
tween thoſe tranſgreſſions which ehe a man tt 


wiſery, by the ſentence of a law which is the rut WM 
of his conduct; in conſcquence of which, he woul t aq 
have been puniſhed, if no relief had been providedJ mi | 
and the rejection of relief, when it is provided, an 0 S 
OL 1 ccu 
propoſed to the criminal. — You can eaſily ſee ho! don 
he would have been freed from his guilt, and woul Thi: 
have eſcaped the puniſhment to which he is expo ace 


ed by tranſgreſſing the law which is the rule of 5 
conduc Soil 
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conduct, if he had embraced the propoſal of relief 


| and pardon, which is made to him as a tranſgreſſor. 
* — Tt is alſo very eaſy to conceive that when reliei 
NO 


h is provided, and pardon. propoſed to a criminal, if 
Wy that criminal diſregard and ilight them, he is neceſ- 
ſarily left helplefs and hopeleſs, and. mult unavoid- 
*>Þ ably die, after all that is done for him, and propoſed 
to him. — From hence it is very clear that though 
the criminal had expoſed himſelf to death, by tranſ- 
greſſing the law, which is the rule of conduct, yet 
his final miſery, in the execution of the condemn:- 
tory ſentence, 1s brought upon him by rejecting the 
overtures of mercy. 

To a perſon of your diſcernment, this repreſen- 
tation muſt be obvious..- Yet, to fome readers, it 
may be of fervice to give an illuſtration of it. An 
inhabitant of Great Britain is found guilty of felony, 
and condemned to die. His Majeſty is graciouſly 
pleaſed to propoſe a pardon to the felon, on ſuch 
terms as are perfectly conſiſtent with the dignity of 
government. If this criminal refuſe the terms on 
which the pardon 1s propoſed to him, does not this 
refuſal decide his fate, and, after all, render his ex- 
ecution inevitable, or bring upon him what is, in 
this ſenſe, final miſery? Now is there not a per- 
fect conſiſtency in ſuppoſing the felon condemned to 

death by the law, and yet bearing the puniſhment, 
F becauſe he refuſes the pardon in the way in which 
the King had gracioully propoſed it to him? I 
might mention an inſtance, in point, which lately 
occurred. A capital convict had his Majeſty's par- 
don tendered to him, on condition of tranſportatior . 
This he at firſt refuſed; and though afterward, he 
accepted the Royal favour, it is clear that his tranſ- 
aff greſtion of the laws of his country, as the rules of 
| G 2 conduct, 
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conduct, expoſed him to death; yet his refuſal of 
mercy on the King's terms, would have conſigned 
him to the execution, had he not afterward accept- 
ed the overture of mercy. — It is, therefore, evident 
in fact, from this inſtance, and a thouſand others, 
that *the law is a rule of life” and «men are finally 
nuiſerable by ſlighting the overtures of mercy * are 
propolitions perfectly conſiſtent with each other. 

You will obſerve, my dear Sir, that “all this is 
merely an illuſtration. It is no proof.” I grant 
it. Proof is e thing deſigned. The con- 
ſiſtency of the two facts is the point in queſtion, 
For proof of the truth contained in the two propo- 
ſitions if that were wanted, I ſhould refer to the 
paſſages mentioned above; to the whole New Te. 
ſtament; and to your friend's former Treatiſe. 
P. 74—79- 

I freely granted, that «© man as a creature of God, 
and a ſubject of his moral government, is, on that 
account, bound to embrace what his Maker reveals. 
If fo, Mr. F. replies, “a rejection of the overture 
of mercy muſt of ſelf, be a tranſgreſſion of the 
law.” P. 53. Now, Sir, as I wiſh to avoid un- 
neceſſary altercation, -I ſubmit to you and your 
friend a few explanations. 

It is certain that God, as the ſovereign of the 
univerſe, has an undoubted right to command what- 
ever he pleaſes; and to make any revelation of his 
will, which appears proper to his infinite wifdom. 

The great God has graciouſly introduced among 
men a new diſpenſation, commonly called the / 
pel; becauſe it reveals love and mercy/to peri 
ſinners. 

The moral law, or the law of nati 
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fults from our relation to our Maker, and depend- 
ence on him, juſtly demands that whatever 1s re- 
vealed in the goſpel, or any other diſpenſation, be 
received by all his creatures to whomthat revelation 
is made. 5 

The moral law reſpects man merely as the crea- 
ture of God, and points out our duty to him in that 
relation. But the goſpel reſpects man as a ſinner; 
and points out the way of recovery from fin, and 
from that miſery to which, as a ſinner, he ſtands 
expoſed. 

As the moral law reſpects man merely as a crea- 
ture, without any idea of either criminality or mer- 
cy, it cannot, in this view, immediately enjoin 
either repentance or faith in a Saviour. For it 
would have been, to all intents and purpoſes per- 
tect, as the law of nature, if a Saviour had never 
been provided or revealed. If man had never 
broken it, he would have been juſtified by it, with- 
but any other proviſion or revelation whatſoever. 
On the other hand, men are conſidered as breakers 
of the moral law, and condemned by it, prior to 
every idea of repentance or faith in Jeſus Chriſt, 
Thus it is evident that the moral law and the goſ- 
pel are eſſentially diſtin, both in foundation and 
deſign. 

Yet it is alſo evident that whatever man fhall be 
guilty of, or whatever he is favoured with, in every 
poſſible ſituation in heaven, earth or hell, his obli- 
gations to obey his Maker, muſt remain eternally 
undiſſolved. Every truth divinely revealed, every 
poſitive inſtitution, every duty enjoined, for what- 
ever purpoſe, muſt always demand the obediential 
regard of every rational creature to whom it is 
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made known, and who is required to believe or 
practiſe it. — All theſe things are, I apprehend, 
too clear to admit of diſpute. 

But no poſitive inſtitution, ſimply conſidered as 
ſuch, nor any duty peculiar to any diſpenfation of 
religion, can be juſtly conſidered as ſtrictly moral; 
becauſe none of theſe are included in the moral 


Jaw, or the law of nature, as that is diſtinguiſhed 


from theſe different diſpenſations. As theſe diſpen- 
{ations of religion, in their immediate object and 
deſign, are all diſtinct from the moral law, fo is 
every duty and appointment peculiar to them. 

Duties ſtrictly moral are univerſally binding, in 
all places, and at all times. But poſitive inſtitu— 
tions, and appoiritments peculiar to different œco- 
nomies, are limited to thoſe who live under ſuch 
ceconomies, Thus, it was not the duty of a Jew 
in the times of Moſes and the prophets, to oblerve 
the ordinances of the New "Teſtament; Baptiſm and 
the Lord's Supper. Nor is it the duty of a Chriſtian 
to be circumciſed, 

Hence, I think, it muſt follow, that faith in 
Chriſt as a Saviour, cannot be ſaid to be a require- 
ment of the moral law, ſtrictly ſpeaking, as that 
law is the univerſal rule of conduct. But it is di- 
ſtinct from it, and peculiar to the diſpenſation ol 
grace and mercy, revealed to fallen man. - Nor 
can it be incumbent on any but thoſe, to whom 
Chriſt is revealed as a Saviour. Hence, alſo it 


appears evident, that though there is, as Mr. F. 
Jultly obſerves, P. 56, an obvious diſtinction be- 
tween the obligation and encouragements to believe 
in Jeſus Chriſt, yet there is a perfect harmony be- 
tween them. 'I he remste obligation to believe in 
(Chriſt is cocval with human nature; 

riſes 
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riſes from our obligation to obey all the com- 


mands of God. But the immediate obligation is 
founded in the goſpel itlelf, and thofe peculiar in- 


junctions which God has appointed to be mingled 


and connected 1vith the miniſtry of it. Hence the 
law of works, and the law of faith, are expreſsly 
diſtinguiſhed by the apoltle. Rom. iti. 27. This 
diſtinction appears to me in a dviking light, from 
many paſſages referred to in the ninth letter of the 


former Obſervations; of which letter Mr. F. has 


taken very little notice, though the ſubject and de- 


ſign of it are ſo very material in the preſent con- 
roverſy. 

Now if Mr. F. in calling «faith in Chriſt a re- 
quirement of the moral law,” with us to underſtand 
him in the general ſenſe above-mentioned only, 
«that we are bound by the law of nature to believe 
whatever God reveals,” we have no contention 
with him that I know of. | expreſsly allowed 
his in the Nine Letters, P. 89, and I think no con- 
hderate man will deny it. But if he mean that the 
moral law, as diſtinct from the goſpel diſpenſation, 
requires men to believe in Chriſt as a Saviour, it is 
erden to me that his notion is indefenſible. And 


if this be not his meaning I do not ſee the perti- 


nency of his reaſonings on the ſubject. 

I might ſubjoin one thought more on this head. 
If the moral law, diſtinctly conſidered, © require 
men to believe in Chriſt as a Saviour,” it required 
this faith of Adam before he tell; for he was then 
under the moral law. * It requires the ſame of hea- 
thens at all times, and of all intelligent beings; of 
angels and devils; for they are all under the obliga- 
tions of the moral law, which is invariably the fame 
in all times and places. 
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J have been thus explicit that we may not 
«{trive about words to no profit. If this view of 
things be juſt, I think it gives a full anſwer to Mr, 
T's fifty-third page, and to his note in P. 60. [ 
with he alſo would fully explain himſelf on this 
point. As to his argaments in favour of the ſenti- 
ment now in queſtion, I ſhall crave your candid 
attention to a {ew hints on theſe, and ſome other 
incidental matters, in my next. May the Lord 


Jeſus Chriſt be with your Spirit! 
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DAR SIR, 


T has often been obſerved and lamented that 


« Diſputes are more about words than things.” 
To prevent this, I opened my mind ſo freely in the 
former letter, reſpecting the queſtion now in hand; 
«whether faith in Chriſt be a requirement of the 
moral law.” Having freely explained myſelf on 
this ſubject, I now attempt, in dependence on the 
Father of ligbis, to conſider what your friend ad- 


ances in favour of the affirmative; and ſome other 


abjects occaſionally mentioned in his reply. 
I had called coming to Chriſt with a *peradven- 
ture he will fave me,” coming with “the language 


of heatheniſm. Mr. F. diſputes the truth of this, 


P. 55, and produces Acts vii. 22. in oppolition to 
my ſentiment. But I {till think as I did then on 
the ſubject. Surely he will not ſay that the ex- 
hortation of Peter to Simon Magus in this place, is 
ſtrictly the language ot the goſpel. He knows the 
New Teltament does not afford a ſimilar inſtance. 
| was well aware of this pallage when I wrote, 
and conſidered it with ſome attention, as I have 
done on former occaſions. But I could not think 
Mr. F. would adduce it for ſuch a purpoſe. He 
muſt have obſerved that the caſe of Simon Magus 


was very peculiar; and that the Critics have much 


diſputed. 


1 
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diſputed the propriety of our tranſlation, F perhaps, 


in that paſlage, * 

I join with him in ſaying that “though there be 
no doubt of one who truly comes to Chriſt being 
accepted; yet there may be ſome doubt concerning 
a perſon's coming in the ſpirit of the goſpel.“ But 
this is a different queſtion; and if the ſpirit of thi 
goſpel be oppolite to doubts, as this obſervation 
clearly ſuppoſes, this confirms my opinion, tha 
«Heradventure he will ſave me, is the language of 
heatheniſm, not of the goſpel. As to the *ſcruple 
which a ſinner may have in his firſt application to 
Chriſt,” that is alſo foreign to the ſubject. The 
enquiry is not what thoughts ſinners have, but what 
thoughts they aught to have, and what thoughts 
ought to be encouraged in our miniſtrations. | 
is natural to fallen man to think diſhonourably 
Chriſt; but we ought not to diſguiſe the glory « 
the goſpel, to fuit the corrupt and deſtructive no. 
tions of poor blind ſinners, or to encourage thei 
unbelief. As I wiſh not to oppoſe any thing in 
P. 55, 56, which has not been already taken notic: 
of, we come directly to Mr. F's arguments in favou 
of this poſition, IT hough the encouragements of 
ſinner to come to Chriſt arife wholly from the go! 
pel, yet his obligation ſo to do ariſes from the me 
ral law.” P. 57. 

Arg. 1. „All obligations muſt ariſe from ſo 
law.” Very true. All moral obligation ariſes im 
mediately from the moral law, as the law of nature 


and is transferred to every other law, ſo as to mak: 


it binding on the ſubjects of it; whether it be tht 
ecremonial law, or the goſpel, called the /aw / 
| fait 


* Poli Synops. in Loc. Schwarzius & Leigh i 
ver bum. | 
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{c:th, For if men were not under a moral obliga- 


tion to obey the bleſſed God, all his laws would be 


uſeleſs, becauſe without force. "The Jews were 
under moral obligation to be circumciſed when 
God commanded 1t; yet the ceremonial law was 
quite diſtinct from the moral law. So the moral 
law, and the /aw F faith are expreſsly diſtinguiſhed, 
Rom. iii. 27. though all who hear the goſpel are 
under moral obligation to receive it. Yet this is 


Mao proof that believing in Chriſt is not a command 


peculiar to the goſpel diſpenſation, as diſtinct from 
the moral law; or that the immediate obligation to 
believe in Chriſt, does not ariſe from that diſpen- 
ation. This appears from my laſt letter. 

Arg. 2. Sin is the tranſgreſſion of the law.” 
Certainly. So the neglect of circumciſian was fin 
by the ceremonial law; and unbelief is fin by the 
goſpel, the law F faith; and both become lo by the 
moral obligation which ail men are under, to obey 
be God who made thein. If this be all that Mr. 
F. means, I ſhould think no ſerious man will con- 
tend with him. But all this is perfectly conſiſtent 
with conſidering “ faith in Chriſt as a Saviour,” as 
belonging to the goſpel, and quite diſtinct from the 
moral law. 

Arg. 3. If love to God thclude faith in Chriſt, 
wherever he is revealed by the goſpel, then the mo- 
nal law, which expreſsly requires the former, muit 
alſo require the latter.“ P.58. Anſ. The reſtrictive 
expreſſions made we of in this argument, if proper, 
as I believe they are, plainly demonſtrate that faith 
in Chriſt is not a moral duty, as love is. It is the 
Faith in Chhriſt is 
jultly required “ wherever he is revealed; though, 
by the argument itſelf, faith is peculiar to the golpel 
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diſpenſation which is ſundamentally diſtinct from 

the moral law, though perfectly harmonious with “ 
it. I think it mult ſtrike every attentive mind, en 
that in the fame manner, and by the ſame connec- te; 
tion, love to God included circumciſion, and ev cry ſal 
Moſaic inſtitution, as it includes faith in Chriſt. J Cl 
But ſurely this is no proof that circumciſion and other N 
poſitive inſtitutes are “requirements of the moral dit 
law.” To me it clearly appears that theſe remarks be 
ſufficiently obviate all that your friend has ſaid on 

this ſubject, P. 58, 59, and in his former TJreatiſe; ©} 
and render the proof which he demands pertectly toll 
Unneceltary. is 


Arg. 4. Unbelievers will be accuſed and con- lat 
victed by Maſes; unbelief therefore muſt be 1 
breach of the law of Moſes. John v. 45, 46.” P. 50% 80 
| think nothing can be more plain than that o < 
Saviour, in this paſſage, has not regard to any com ha 
mand of the Moſaic law; but to the evidence nati- Jon 
rally collected from the Moſaic writings in favour 70 
of his miſſion and doctrine. an 

Theſe are all the arguments adduced by Mr. V qu 


to prove that „faith in Chriſt as a Saviour, is a 10 80 
quirement of the moral law; and I think I may, of 
with perfect ſatisfaction, ſubmit theſe obſervations 1. 
upon them to your judgment, Sir, and that of th ſu} 
reader. It evidently ape ars that faith in Chriſt no 
a Saviour is peculiar to the goſpel; and can, vii of 
no propriety, be conſidered as an immediate requirt- ha; 


ment of the moral law. £01 
It had been ſaid that «invitations to believe in 
Chriſt are enforced on goſpel principles.” Yout 


friend replies, fo are love, fear, humility, and other 
duties, P 60, 61. But it is caſy to obſerve, tha 
theſe duties arc not enjoined on carnal men, as the 
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means of their recovery and pardon. Yet faith is 


enjoined in this view. The law of nature requires 


fear, eee _ love. Theſe duties arc univer- 
ſally incumbe They would have been ſo, if 
Chriſt had never come; and arc eſtavlithed by the 
goſpel. Rom. iii. 31. But faith in Chriſt, and the 
diſpenſation to which 1t belongs, would never have 
been heard of, ik Chriſt had never died for ſinners. 

I am ſorry to find your friend ſo miſtaken as to 
reprelent the goſpel, in our vie ot it, calculated to 
tolerate evil; when the tendency of our reaſoning 
1s to prove that the goſpel 1s deſigned and calcu- 
lated to ſubdue fin, and renew the heart. 

Mr. F. with many other good writers, diſtin- 
oviſhes between the large and tr: ſenſe of the 
word goſpel. P. 62. But this does not ſeem to 
have any conneaion with the preſent diſpute. Al- 
low that the goſpel, in it's large ſenſe, as diſtinct 
rom the moral law, enforces believing i in Chriſt, 
and the controverſy ends, with reſpect to that 
queſtion, How he can ſuppoſe that I make the 
goſpel * a new ſyſtem of government, taking place 
of the moral law,” is what I cannot deviſe. But 
| am well perſuaded he has no authority for this 
ſuppoſition from any thing which J have written; 
nor will any who know me, give ſuch an account 
of my ſentiments. That he and you, Sir, ma 
happily ingreaſe in the knowledge of Chriſt, and 
conformity to his image, is the prayer of 


Your ready ſervant, for Jeſus' ſake. 
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DrAR SIR, 


UR author at P. 63. begins the diſcuſſion ohe 
that great point, „the extent of our bleſſedthei! 
Saviour's death; * which is, with me, the moſt im-. E 
portant ſubject of all thoſe concerning which we! ! 
differ; not only as it is to be determined by the d. 
vine teſtimony alone, which is very expreſs upon it 
but more eſpecially as I think it is very influentil 
of ſeveral other im portant doctrines of ſcripture. 
Mr. F. informs us, that his judgment on this 
head, agrees with thoſe who “ conſider the particu- 
larity of redemption as conſiſting not in the degre 
of Chriſt's ſufferings, as though he mult have {ut 
tered more if more had been finally ſaved, or in 
any inſufhciency that attended them; but in the fo- 
vercign purpole and deſign of the Father and the Son, 
whereby they were conſtituted or appointed the price 
of redemption, the objects of that redemption alcer- hr 
tained, and the ends to be anſwered by the whole ſenſe 
tranſaction determined. They ſuppoſe the ſuffer- nuc 
ings of Chriſt, in themſclves conſidered, are of %- a 
nite value, ſufficient to have ſaved all the world, «cl 
and a thouſand worlds, if it had pleaſed God to 1 
have conſtituted them the price of their redemp— 
tion, and made them effectual to that end. Farther, 
whatever difficulties there may appear in theſe ſub- 
jects, 
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jects, they in general ſuppoſe, that there 1s in the 


death of Chriit a ſufficient ground for indefinite 


calls, and univerſal invitations ; and that there is no 
mockery or infincerity in the Holy One, in any of 
theſe things. P. 63, 64. 

I ſincetely thank” vour friend for being ſo expli- 
cit. How far theſe are the ſentiments of the 
Caly:mfts in general,” we need not dilpute. I am 
concerned with Mr. F. and {hall think it my duty 
to Keep in view his own explanation; on w Lick I 
beg leave, with deterence to him, and to you, Sir, 
to drop a few remarks, before I proceed to conſider 
the arguments he adduces in favour of his hypo- 
thelis. 

He acknowledges “the ſufferings of Chriſt are 
of infinite value, futhcient to ſave a world.” Here 
| obſerve he differs from thoſe good men who 
think that ** Chritt ſuffered juſt enough to ſave 
thoſe for whom he died;“ and, therefore, ſome of 
cir reaſonings will not ſuit his pur oſe. The 
hequently enquire, * Shall a drop of Chriſt's blood 
de loſt ? Shall any drop of it be ſhed in vain? 
Shall the blood of Chritt go to hell? Shall the ſame 
lebt be twice paid?” and ſo on. Mr. F. I doubt 
not, ſees clearly, that all theſe queries are, on his 
y potheſis, without foundation, and without mean- 
ng. For if “the ſufferings of Chriſt be ſufficient 
to. fave a world, and a thouſand u orlds,” then 
PArilt did ſuffer in vain to a great degree, in their 
nic of the word; becauſe, in this view, he fuffered 
much more than was necetlary for the end that will 

E be anſwered by his ſufferings. But 1 willingly 

Pie this mode of reaſoning at preſe nt. NIr. F. 

1] underſtand him, will agree with me, that “the 
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death of Chriſt was neceſſary to the ſaving of one * 
{inner ; and that it could not, from the dignity of | © 
his perſon, be inſufficient to ſave a world.“ JiC 

He obſerves that the ſufferings of Chriſt were | © 
« ſuſhcient for a thouſand worlds, if it had pleaſed I 12 
God,” and that, as he informs us, P. 64. con- 0! 
ſiſtently with juſtice.” From whence it appears, | Pa 
that on his hypotheſis, nothing was wanting, but I ba. 
laue, to extend them to all mankind. It does not || be. 
appear inconſiſtent with juſtice, or any other divine 
perfection, thus to extend them. Jeſus did ſuffer ſer 
ſufficiently in degree, his ſufferings were ſufficient I 't | 
in value. It could not be inconſiſtent with divine EI. 


juſtice to extend them to all men; for that could © 


have been done *conſliſtently with juſtice.” Nor 18 
can we apprehend that it is any way inconſiitent Ml ® 

with divine ſzverergnty; for the Sovereign of fhe 
univerſe could, „if he had pleaſed,” have extendel 
them to all men, as well as to part of mankind, 
We have, therefore, on this ſcheme, no authority 
to aſcribe the limitation to any cauſe, but want ol 
lade. God was «not pleaſed” to extend them to all 
men. Now I deſire leave to aſk, with reverence 
of God, and reſpect to your friend, Does not the 
divine Being repreſent /zve as his darling attribute! 
Is it not a repeated declaration that Gd is love: 
1 John iv. 8, 16. Is not the unwwerſal extent of his 
love poſitively aſſerted? Pal. cxlv. 9. 2 Pet. iii. 9. 
Is it natural to ſuppoſe that a God of , ul ler: 
would forbid the ſufferings of Chriſt to have reſpect 
to the ſins of all mankind, when theſe ſufferings 
are confeſſedly “of infinite value, and ſuihcient t» 


fave a thouſand worlds?” Is it to be ſuppoſed inal he 
a God of univerſal bencculence, would withhold tha!“ y 
! 


benefit from a great part of his intelligent creatures, 
without 
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without which they could not poſſibly avoid being 
everlaſtingly miſerable, eſpecially when they did 
not bring this miſery on themſclves; nor was it 
evcr in their power to avoid it? Is it rrreverent to 
jay that ſuch an idea repreſents the adorable Parent 
of the univeric, not as {zving, but as hating a great 
part of his rational offspring? Ought we not to 
have poſitive ſcripture in favour of ſuch a notion, 
before we embrace it? 

Your friend obſerves yet further, that“ theſe fut- 
ſerings were ſufficient to ſave a thouſand worlds, if 
it had pleaſed God to have conſtituted them the 
price of their redemption, and to have made them 
ectua] to that end.“ What he means by“ mak- 
ing them effectual, in this connection, is not clear 
to me. If he mean effectual to the converſ.on of 
men, this 1s und: oubtedly a different queſtion. It 
belongs to a very different ſubject; and if inter- 
Woven with this, may confound the minds of our 
raders, | he ſcriptures treat theſe two ſubjects 
kparately ; and, therctore, fo ovglit we to treat 
em. If he have any other meaning, I muit 

big the favour of his ex planation, that I may not 
miſconſtrue his exprettions, which I am very un- 
willing to do. MW heth er “it have pleated God to 
conſtitute our Saviour's ſufterings the price of re- 
demption' for all mankind, we thall enquire in a 
lollowing letter, At preſent, J only ſay that if the 
luffcrings of Cbritt were indeed “ ſuſticient to fave 
all the kd * and yet were not extended to all 
me world, one cannot but expect a clear account 
of this matter in the oracles of intalllble truth, 
where the whole deſign and plan of redemption are 
0 luily 2 aud clcaily laid open. 

It is certain we are infinitely too mean to call in 
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queſtion the divine proceedings. But he is cer- 
tainly a God of love; and if he ſhould act in a 
manner which 1s, at leaſt, apparently contrary to this 
glorious character, and of all the ideas w hich mor- 
tals are taught to form of goodneſs, it is very natu- 
ral to wiſh for ſome expreſs evidence and clear ac- 
count of it. We certainly have no ſuch account 


in the Bible. At leaſt, the expreſſion of ſcripture 


appears to be againſt it, wherever the extent of our 
Saviour's death is directly ſpoken of. This, I 
think, all candid men will grant. Is it not preca- 
rious to maintain an hypotheſis thus circumitanced? 
Ought we not to take care that our minds are un- 
biaſſed, that we are not influenced by attachment to 
ſyſtem, before we attempt to defend ſuch an hypo- 
theſis ? 

If any other hypotheſis can be adopted and ad- 
mitted, equally conſiſtent with the general tenor ol 
ſcripture, eſpecially mere conſiſtent with it; which 
leaves the conduct of « the Father of mercics” 
more clear from the appearance of cruelty; which 
leaves the obdurate finner july condemned; which 
is more agreeable to the divine perfections; which 
gives us a more conſiſtent view of the glorious-gol- 
pel; we ſhall undoubtedly be willing to admit ſuch 
an hypotheſis. I do not with, that what I here 
fay, ſhould be conſidered as argumentative, Sir; but 
only as hinting at thoſe views and im preſſions, and of 
the influence of which, we ought to enquire 
after truth. 

I confeſs myſelf unable to conceive how, on 
Mr. I's s hypotheſis, there can bein the death of 
Chriſt, a ſuthcient ground for indefinite calls and 
unverſal invitations.” He has indeed, endeavour- 
ed, in another place, to“ reconcile theſe univerſal 

INVItations 
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. invitations With the limited extent of Chriſt's death.” 
a How far he has ſucceeded in that attempt, may be en- 
lis quired in a future letter. If he had citablithed the 


r- truth of this one fact, that the ground of theſe in- 
u- vitations is laid in the death of Chriſt, 1 think it 
e. would have been much more convincing than all 


nt his reaſonings on the ſubject. But, on the con- 
re trary, all his arguments proceed on the ground of 
ur invitation without provijicce, Now how the death 

Io Chriſt could lay a foundation on which to invite 


-a- thoſe for whom that death made no proviſion, is 
d: I utterly inconceivable to me. For what imaginable 
:n- ground of ſincere invitation to partake of any favour 
to I can there be, unleſs that ground be laid in the good 
0- BE will of him who ſends the invitation, and his hav- 
ing the favour ready to beltow on the perſons in- 
1d- WM vited? I hope it is not zrreverent to ſay that the | 


of W grcat God has no pardon, no falvation to beſtow 

ich WM on thoſe for whom his Son never died; for © there 

sis not ſalvation in any other, beſides Icſus Chriſt. 

ich Acts iv. 12. Nor can he be willing to pardon 

ich MW or fave thoſe for whom he was not pleaſed to 

ich © conſtitute the ſufferings of his Son the price of 

of- MW redemption.” If the bleſſed God was not willing 

ich to do this, even when he might have done it “con- 

ere Ml hiſtently with juſtice, when „the ſufferings ot 

but Chriſt were. ſufficient for the world, and a thouſand. 

der worlds;” whatever reaſon the divine being had for | 

ire this unwillingneſs, it moſt certainly involves in it | 
this idea, that he was not willing to ſave them; | 

on | and, therefore, in this ſenſe, he had no good will | 

| of towards them. This being molt evidently the | 


and caſe, how is it poilible that he ſhould give them a *1 
ur- ſincere invitation to partake of that which he was | 
rlal | cternally determined they ſ2v;:id never enjoy; and | 
: | 

' 


ons which 


: 
: 
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which he was irom eternity unwilling to provide 
for them? To this I may add here, though the 
preſc nt argument does not require it, that as there 
is no potlible ground of goſpel invitations, beſides 
the death of Chriit, becauſe goſpel bleſlings were 
never provided any other way, it muſt follow, that 
if the ground of theſe invitations be not laid here, 
there is no ground for them at all. 

No men is conlidered as be ing ſincere in his in- 
vitations, if ſuch invitations excced his capacity, or 
good will, It Chriit did not ſuffer for all men, it 
15 evident from what is obſerved above, and it may 
with reverence be preſumed, that God who cannat lie, 
who cannot act properly, is neither able nor will- 
ing to fave them; and, therefore, cannot ſincerely 
invite them to be ſaved. He cannot do it con- 
[itently with his attributes, government, word, or 
deligns. You, Sir, are polletled of ene 
Your beneficence is well known. You have a 
plentiiul houſe, and a table richly and elegantly 
taruiched. But now, ſuppoling you never deligned 
one crumb of your bounty for me, can you Tend 
me a ſincere invitation to coine and partake of it? 
The application is caſy. 

| cannot ſatistaRs orily d diſmiſs this point without 
repeating a thought hinted at before, though it will 

e reſumed on a future occaſion; a thought, of 
which we ſhould ncver loſe fight, of which we 
ought always to feel the force,” when treating on 
this fubjz G. It is this. Thoſe to whom theſe 
Invitations are given, will be puniſhed more ſeverely, 
on that account, becauſe they do not accept them; 
although, on Mr. F's ſcheme, there 1s nothing pro- 
vided for them, nor have they the lealt power to 
obey the invitation, nor ever had they, nor vl 
COUL 
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could they poſſibly have this power. Now is it 
ſuppoſable that the Gd all grace can ſincerely in- 
vite men to partake of ſalvation, and fencerely con- 
demn thei, and condemn them to a more dreadful 
hell, for not obeying the invitation, when he was 
not pleaſed to make any proviſion for them; and 
when he knows that they neither are, nor ever 
could poilibly be, more able to obey his invitations, 
than to pluck the {un from the firmament? This 
awful conſideration appears to me to have had the 
chief weight with thoſe who have turned from the 
ſcheme I here oppoſe, to that of univerſal ſalva- 
tion; and this ſeems to be the chief reaſon why 
theſe unhappy men have ſo frequently ſaid that 
«before a man can be of their ſentiments, he muſt 
be a Caluiniſt. 

Mr. F. himſelf ſeems very apprehenſive that his 
ſcheme is attended with difticultics; and, therefore, 
ſays, © whatever difhculties may appcar in theſe 
ſubjects. P. 64. There may, I frecly acknow- 
ſedge, be difficulties on every {ide of the queſtion; 
and it is certain that no doctrine which is founded 
on divine teitimony, ought to be relinquiſhed be- 
cauſe oi theſe, But we may embarraſs ourſelves 
with difficulties, by attachment io hypotheſes, not 
founded in the ſacred oracles; and thus give our- 
ſelves unneceflary trouble, and injure, ratner than 
help the cauſe of truth. Shall I be permitted to 
enquire whence the difficulties of Mr. F's ſcheme 
may be ſuppoſcd to ariſe? Some diſficuliics ori— 
ginate in apparent contradictions in the leer of 
Icripture. But this does not appcar to be the caſe 
here. There is certainly no contradiction in the 
letter of ſcripture, concerning the extent'of our Sa- 
iour's ceath, We arc frequendy informed by the 
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#t!er of ſcripture, whatever be the meaning of it, 
that Chriſt died for all. But the Jeter of ſeripture 
never once iuforins us that he did not. Sometimes 
the ſcripture appears to expreſs two things which 
we cannot reconcile; yet we are bound to believe 
them both. This, however, is not an embarral- 
ment on the ſubject before us. By Mr. F's own 
confeſtion, as we ſhall fee afterward, both parts of 
luis ſcheme are not exprejjed in ſcripture- Unverlal 


- proviſion and univerſal invitations are clear and 


frequent; but the limited extent of our Saviour's 
death is not expreſſed once. Sometimes that may 


ſeem to be e in ſcripture which» we do not 


tind 1t eaſy to reconcile with the ſcripture account 
of the divine perſections. So the limited extent of 
our Saviour's death, if poſitively allerted in ſcrip— 
ture, ought to be embraced as a truth, even though 
it appeared not eaſily reconcileable to ſome attribute 
of Deity. But here we have no ſuch difficulty; 
becauſe no ſuch limitation is aſſerted. On the 
other hand, the univerſal extent of Chriſt's death is 
not pretended by Mr. F. himſelf, that I remember, 
to be contrary to any divine attribute whatſoever, 
Some doctrines of ſcripture have their difficulties, 
ariſing from the depth, or the ſublimity of them. 
They are afſerted, but not explained, We are, 
therefore, bound to believe, though we cannot com- 
prehend them. But this is not the caſe in Mr. F's 
icheme. One part of it, the limited extent of our 
daviour's death is not afferted in ſcripture ; and, 
therefore, we are under no obligation to concern 
ouricives about the comprevenſton 0 it. 

To me it appears, however, that ſome difficul- 
ties attend your friend's {cheme, which are very 
conliderable, — I cannot conceive how all might be 

pardoned, 


wh 
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pardoned, «conliſtently with juſtice,” unleſs the 
ſufferings of Chriſt be « conſtituted the price of re- 
demption * for all. Is not the price of redemp- 
tion deſigned for the ſatisfaction of juſticc? Is 
there any "other ſa tisfaction of juſtice? If not, it 
mult follow that no foundation is laid for the leait 
ſaving benefit to any man, for whom the ſufferings 
of Chril {t are not “conſtituted the price of redemp- 
tion.” — I cannot vindicate that part of it which re- 
lates to the limited extent of our Saviour's deat! . 

becauſe I can produce no ſeripture te (Umony 1 
—_ of it. — I dare not alert it, becauſe dt 
can produce no teltimony in it's favour, I find 
many, at leaſt, in the /e/7er of ſcripture, which aſ- 
ſert the contrary; and one of the firit thoughts 
which ſtrike my conſcience in ſearching after truth 
is, that the doctrine is more likely to be true, v hich 
d frequently ailerted in the letter of fc 'ripture, and 
never expretsly enied, than that which is frequent- 
ly denied in the /e/er of icripture, and never ailerted 
there at all. — It does not appear to me, for rea- 
ſons before- mentioned, that this doctrine is con- 

ſiſtent with the Perfection: of Deity; clpccially 
ar two glorious perle ections, fie and lade, 
which two perfections ſcem to by molt intimately 
concerned in the redemption of man, and gloritied 
by it. — In a word, I cannot think that do 
appears to advantage which repreſents the bleſſed 
Jeſus as «ſuffering g ſuffirently tor the fins of the 
world, and a thouſand worlds,” ſo that all might be 
pardoned *conliſtently with jultice;” and yet that 
God whoſe tender mercies are aver all his works, was 
not pleaſed to «conſtitute thele ſufferings the price 
of the redemption of all men.“ 


Should you, Sir, allege, as Mr. F. ſeems to in- 
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wh: 
timate (P. 04.) that this laſt obſervation mig ] 
with eqn a) force, be applied to the operatio ns ol 
the ſpirit 5 al! o It. For reaſons elſewhen 

1c Cthial i; that doctrine true which re- 3 
5 ents thc — oi D Ove as ce onligning any one of | 
bis r Offspring to, endleſs torments for not 
embracing the goſpel, while he withholds from, 
them that power, or thoſe influences, by which 
they might have been able to embrace it. — Fin 
nally ; I cannot think it poſſible, for reaſons before 
given, that fincere invitations ſhould be contained 
in that goſpel which docs not allo exhibit univerſal 
proviſion, That the goſpel does exhibit ſuch pro. 
viſion as the foundation of the calls and invitation 
of it, is attempted to be proved in the laſt of ny 
Nine Letters; which, if Mr. F. had been pleas 
10 r de er, W ould. I humbly think, have greatly a: 
ſilted us in dec iding on this part of the controverh 
If proviſion be the ground of invitation, it plainh 
appears to me that it mult be commenſurate wit 
It in extent. 

All theſe difficulties, which appear to me inſu 
peradle, are, in my opinion, quite removed, h 
admitting that *« Chriit died for the {fins of all man 
kind.” On this hypotheſis, juſtice is ſatisfied, at 


cont 
der 


1 
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a lolt world; while mercy ſhines in it's native lu 
tre, and appears commenſurate with all the othe 
divine pertections. Jutlice ſays zt 7s enough, an 
love admits the truth of it. On this hy potheli 
the many paſlages of ſcripture which ſpeak d 
rectly to the point, and in the lerter of them, e 
preſsly declare the univerſal extent of our Saviour 


death, are explained on what is allowed on Al 
hand 
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bande, to be their natural and obvious import; 

which is always 3 deſirable. 
% I am perſiia ded, Sir, your candid friend, and 
0 ey other man of equal integrity and dil-ernment, 
KELwill grant theſe two things. (1.) That cvery 
re ſcripture which ſpeaks prec: (ay on the extent of 
our bleſſed Saviour's death, aden in the Liter of it, 
noe extend it to all mankind; whatever be tlie meaning 
ou. of thoſe (criptures. (2 ) 1 hat there iso force 
ich put on any one of  thelk ; [criptures, when applied to 


Fan mankind without exception; but that ſuch ap- 
lor phcation is natural, eaſy, and conhiitent with tr.c 
inelſcontext. Now I think this «deſerves ſerious con- 
erilWderation. 

pol I add to all this, that on the hypotheſis which I 
100 Fbumbly attempt to defend, the condemnation of 
1 WWnbelievers manifeſtly falls on their own heads. 
cafe Every one ſces it; every conſcience feels it; and 
Mcquits the great Judge of all when he condemns 
verde und eliever to endleſs miſery. Whercas, on 
lain other ſcheme, it is very diflicult, at leaſt, and 
wil quires much ingenuity to fay any thing that is 


lauſible, in vindication of the divine proccedings; 
inſuged, aſter all, I am perſuaded that arguments may 
e raiſed againſt it which can never be tairhy an- 
wered. But if proviſion be indeed made tor all, 
d proclaimed by the goſpel, without exception, 
ie clear natural reſult is, that he who believeth 
ot is condemned becanſe he hath not believed in 
e name of the only begotten Son of God. John 
. 18. How this may appear to you, Sir, I do 
Wt know ; but it ſtrikes me very forcibly that theſe 
mſiderations afford much preſumptive evidence in 
m, our of that doctrine for which I with to be an 


viOur fy humble 
On a 


hand 
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humble advocate; that Jeſus died for the ſins o- 


all mankind.” The further diſcuſſion of this im- 
portant ſubject, however, muſt be deferred to an- 
other opportunity. That Chriſt and him crucified 
may be your daily ſong, and your conſolation in 
life and death, is the prayer of 
Your affectionate friend, 
And humble ſervant, 


For the dear Redeemer's ſake, 
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DEAR SIR, , 

HEN Mr. F. has ſtated his views of tlie 
* limited extent of our Saviour's death, he 
proceeds to vindicate them; and divides his deſign 
into ſeveral ſections. The firſt contains a diſcuſ- 
{on of this queſtion, © whether our Lord Jeſus had 
any abſolute determination in his death, to fave any 
of the human race.” P. 66. : 

He thinks, © If the affirmative of this queſtion be 
proved, if it be ſhown that Chrilt had ſuch an ab- 
ſolute . mg in his death, the limited extent of 
that purpoſe, muſt follow of courſe.” This is very 
true, But then, Sir, you will eaſily obſerve, I ne- 
ver ſuppoſed that « Chrift abſclutely determined to 
ave all mankind.” Conſequently this is no oppo- 
ſition to me. Nor is the point © whether Chriſt 
abſolutely determined to fave any.” Be that true or 
my it no way affects the queſtion between Mr. F. 
and me. The queſtion between us is „whether 
Chriſt died for the fins of all mankind or no.” 
This is very different from the queſtion here diſ- 
cuſſed; nor have the two points any neceſſary con- 
nection; though your friend has inadvertently 
taken ſuch connection for granted here, and in 
many of his reaſonings. It is ſo plain that Chriit 
might abſolutely deſign the ſalvation of ſome, and 
yet lay down his life for all, that I think the con- 

1-2 filtency 


— 


* 


— — — ® 
— . ] ——_—_—____ 


— —E—́q p — ruin rw" 


— ER... 


IM 


92 EET TE. 


714285 


ſilency of theſe two poſitions was hardly ever q.. 
ried, by any man of contideration, whatcs er WH 
his ſenuments reſpecting cither of them. Nay it 
s 2 known fact that many of the createlt and bet 
of men who have achnitted the // ute determinaticn 
of Chriſt to fv forme, have likewiſe maintained 
that he died for all. This was, eſpecially, in the 
latter, and moſt contiderate part of life, the ſcheme 
of Archbiſhon UsHak, Bitnop DAVENANT, IT, 
PRESTON, Mr. BAXTER, Ir, WATTS, and many 
other excellent men in paſt ages; and is ſo in the 
preſent age. 

This ſcheme, whether true or falſe, I do not op- 
poſe; nor do I remember that I ever did oppoſe it; 
nor do I wiſh to oppoſe it; though J have no ob- 
jection to give my thoughts on it, ſuch as they are, 
when neceſſary. At preſent the impropriety of da- 
ing it is obvious, as it would complicate the preſent 
queſtion, and might confound the ſimple reader. 
Nor is it in the leaſt neceſſary, having no connection 
with the point in debate. This ſcheme grants me 
all I wiſh; that « Jeſus died for the fins of all man- 
kind;” which, I aſſuredly believe, is not only a 
goſpel truth, but the very g/ory of the goſpel. 

I am ſurpriſed to find, Sir, that your ingenious 
friend (for ſuch I ſincerely eſteem him) ſhould in- 
troduce ſuch a queſtion on ſuch an occaſion. But 
J am ſtill more ſurpriſed to find him unwarily al- 
ſert here, and intimate in other places, that my 
ſchemes * concurs with the denial of any ſuch de- 
termination to exiſt,” P. 66. The truth which [ 
am endeavouring to evince is perfectly conhiitegt 
with ſuch determination. 

I might, therefore, fairly paſs over all that your 
friend has advanced on this head, as foreign to the 

ſub;cct 
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jübject in hand, had he not mingled ſome other 
things with his reafonings upon it, which more 
immediately reſpect the object of our preſent at- 
tention, and are, in my appz chenſion, of more dan- 
-rous tendency, I hall venture, in paſſing on, 
) ſubmit my thoughts on thefe to your candour. 
His firſt a1 gumenm, reſp ecting © the promiſes 
made to Chriſt is clearly connec Jed with the mi- 
i ake juit mentioned; and, thercfore, however I 
Tht except agal! ait ſome of his expreihons on 
Th 3 Ooccaſions, "Nt 18 proper, for the. ſake of cohe- 
rency, do paſs them by here. Ihe fame may, in 
nart, be ſaid of his ſeemed argument. For Chriſt 
might, and certainly did die for his ſheep, his 
church, his Pear zle, and was their ſurety. But as 
Te arc no where informed that he died for thefz 
ly, this is no proof that he did not die for all man- 
kind, It is certain if Chriſt died for all, he died. 
for theſe; hecauſe the greater number includes the 
elo; and the whole includes it's parts. 

Yet though the deſign and {ubitance of this ar- 
zumcnt is Conſiſtent with the doQrine I wiſh ts. 
„indicate, an expreſſion or two require our atten— 
"= On John x. 16. he obſerves that *thote for 
whom Chriit laid down his life are reprefented as 
being his ſheep prior to their coming to the. fold.“ 
b. 63. 1 do not ſec the pertinency of theſe words 

nere, unleſs he mean that they are called the ſhee 

of Chrilt while unconverted. If this be mot his 
meaning, 1 drop the remark,; and beg his and your 
paragon for the intruſion of it. If it be his mean- 
ng, I ſhould thank him or you, Sir, for the proof a 
a it; and with you would attempt to reconcile it 
with the context, V. 3, 4, 5, 14, 27. It Chriſt do 
wt here mean to inform us that none are his theep 
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while unconverted, I am utterly at a loſs to under. 
tand his language. That ſome were the ſheep of 
Cariſt, who were not at that time, of that feld to 
which he points, is certain. But to aſſert that theſe 
were unconverted perſons appears to me deititute 
ot proof, inconſiitent with the context, and of very 
dangerous tendency, | 

We cannot,” ſays Mr. F. «extend the objecs 

for whom he was a ſurety beyond. thoſe who are 
finally ſaved, without ſuppoſing him to fail in what 

e has undertaken.” P. 69, I anſwer, this argn- 
ment, if I underſtand it, ſuppoſes that Chriſt ably 
lutely intended the ſalvation of all for whom he 
died; and thus takes for granted the matter in dif. 
pute, which he himſelf juſtly diſapproves on othe: 
occalions. I know no paſſage of ſcripture which 
ailorts this; nor has he produced any. In my lat 
Obſervations, {Letter VIII.) J. adduced patlage 
which clearly intimate the contrary, by making a 
diitinction between thoſe for whom Chriſt died, 
and thoſe who are actually faved. Theſe your 
friend . has- not, I think, ſo much as hinted at; 
though a ſull anſwer to them was abſolutely ne- 
ceſſary before he could have any proper foundation 
for the argument juſt now cited. 

In P. 69. he refers to ſeveral paſſages which he 
apprehends.* repreſent our Lord Jeſus as having un- 
dertaken the certain ſalvation of all thoſe for whom 
he lived and died.“ {as Heb. vii. 22. ii. 10, 13, 14. 
John x1. 52. i. 12. Epheſ. i. 4, 5.) But it 1s very 


certain that theſe pallages expreſs no ſuch thing; 


and, therefore, ſomething more than his apprehenſiun 
is neceliary for the proof of it. Apprchenſion lig- 
nifies nothing in queitions reſpecting facts. When 
he has given the reaſons of his apprehenſion, he 
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may juſtly demand the reaſons why I apprehend 
tne contrary. Mr. F's remark on the Jewith fa 

crifices, P. 69, 70, mult be anſwered in the like 
manner. Whether Jeſus died for all, or for part, 
it is certain that his“ ſacrifice atoned for thoſe and 
thoſe only on whoſe behalf it was offered.” The 
queſtion is who. theſe were, whether all mankind, 
or only a part of them. Till this queſtion be an- 
ſwered by clear politive teſtimony ol ſcripture, ſuch 
arguments as this, can pothbly evince nothing, be- 
cauſe they have no foundation. It is real ſoning in 
a circle, anch can never give ſatisfaction to the en- 
quiring reader. 

In his H argument, P. 70. your Gland juſtly ob- 
ſerves that „ ſuch effects are aſcribed to the death of 
Chriſt as do not terminate on all mankind.” But J 
do not remember any of theſe etf-&ts which are aſerib- 
ed to the death of Chrilt alone; and, therefore, 
though the obſcrvation is true, there is no force in 
the argument. Let us conſider the effects he men- 
tions. Redemption is one. He fays *thole for 
whom Chriſt di d are repreſented as being redeemed 
by the ſhedding. of his blood.“ Gal. iii. 13. But 
this, to ſay the belt of it, is a fallacious w ay of 
(peaking; and calculated, though not deſigue d, to 
impoſe on the inattentive reader. The ſcripturs 
does not ſay that. thoſe are redeemed for whom 
Chriſt died, nor any thing like, it. But believers 
do fay that Chrilt has redeemed them; which 1s a 

moſt chearing truth, and perfect] Y. couliitent with 


the univerſal extent of our Saviour's death. 


Your friend truly ſays that * redemption 3 
the forgivencſs of ſins;“ though he would have 


ſpoken with more accuracy, and more according to 


the ſcripture phraſcology, if he had ſaid redemptica 
— * 
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75 the forgiveneſs of ſins ; becauſe that is the expteis 
language of ſcripture, Epheſ. I. 7. Col. 1. 14. 
and the very bleſting to which Gal. iii. 13. relates. 
At the lame time it he had ſubjoined that forgive- 
neſs is alſo aſcribed to faith, as the mean of enjoy- 
ment, (Acts x. 43. Rom. v. 1.) and condemnation 
it's oppoſite, is afcribed to unbelief, John iii 18: 
the ſcripture account of this matter would have ap- 

eared to the reader in a clearer point of light; 
though I am ſenſible this would have overthrown 
the deſign of his 2 igumcut. Purification, as he ob- 
ſerves, is alſo aſcribed 40 the death of Chriſt, or ra- 
ther, is a bleſſed conſequent upon it; but this is 
alſo atcrihet. to faith. Acts . 9. 1 Pet. i. 44 
He has, therefore, given no proof that all for whom 
Chriſt died are pardoned and purified; nor does the 
{cripture furniih proof of any ſuch poſition ; but 
that all who believe are pardoned through the death 
of Chrilt, is a truth abundantly confirmed in the 
New Tcitamcnt. 

The fallacy of your friend's argument may be 
clearly illuttrated thus. If» the people invited in 
Mat. XXIi. to partake of the king's bounty had 
obeyed the invitation, and fed at His table, they 
would have been refreſhed : and might jultly have 
ſaid the Lord of the feaſt had refreſhed them, or, in 
another view, the food had refreſhed them. But 
could they with truth have ſaid that *thoſe for 
whom the food was provided were refreſhed by it?“ 
Would not this have been a fallacious repreſenta- 
tion, and conveyed a wrong idea to the reader! 
For it is evident, the tood was provided for thoſe 
who did not partake of it, as well as for thoſe who 
did. So though Chrilt is poſitively faid to have 
dicd for all, yet none but thoſe who believe, ſav- 


ingly 
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| wg'y enjoy the benefits of his death; and all theſe 
/ La fay with truth, and acknowledge with grati- 
es, Jude, that he has redeemed them from the curſe of 
'c. the law. I think theſe remarks obviate what is 
y- contained in the note, I. 70, which, therefore, re- 
Mm, Nauires no further anſwer, 

8: In his furtÞ argument, P. 71. Mr. F. refers to 
p- [{at. iii. 12. Mat. X XVI1, 28, where Chrilt is ſaid to 
it; bear tie fins of mary, and {hed his blood for many. 

wen Ile allows that“ the term v, when oppoſed to one, 
3. Nerto a few, is ſometimes uſed for an unlimited number: 
ra- Hund in one ſuch inſtance, for all mankind.” Now 
ought he not to have proved that theſe paſſages af- 


22. — ns ſuch inſtances, inſtead of taking this for 
om Nranted? On the latter of theſe paſſages, he ſays 
the Wot a word. On the former, his vation - is this, 
but There is no reaſon that I know of, to be given 
22th 


hy the many“ whoſe ſins he bare ſhould be un- 
zritood of any other perſons than. the * m many” who 
his knowledge are juſtified, and who, it mult be 
red, are not all mankind.” 

But ſurely Mr. F. does not intend this to be con- 


had Ndered as deciſive. I think much more than this 
they Pay be ſaid in favour of tranſubſtantiation, and 
have Pany other erroneous doctrines. He needs not to 
r, in e reminded that he is now a/hrming; and, thero- 


But re, politive evidence is juilly required of him. 
for Vithout this we may wrangle for ever to no pur- 
it?“ Pe. «I do not know” is no argument at all. 
>nta- This may be ſaid on any ſubject. If the truth lie 
der? Þ the fide of your friend, Sir, he mult ſhew us 
hoſe Nat he des know it, and hw he knows it, by fair 
who fd allowed rules of interpretation and reaſoning. 

have Eides, if he could prove that che term mary, in 
ſav- Nis place, does not ſignify all, which will not per- 


ngly haps 
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haps be very caſy; yet this is doing nothing to hid 
purpoſe, unleſs he alſo prove that the Holy Ghoſt 
in this place, intended to expreſs a limitation b. 
that word, as oppoſed to all mankind... I never 
adduced this paſſage as a proof of the univerſality 
of Chriſt's death ; and, therefore, to ſuppoſe tha 
many here does not extend to all, is of no import 
ance, T hat Jeſus died for many 1s no proof tha 
he did not die for all. If theſe hints appear free 
J beg your friend's pardon. To me they appeareh.; 
needful. Without poſitive evidence of what 1 ” 
aſſert, we cannot pretend to inſtruct mankind ; buſ gu 
leave them in as much uncertainty as we fingl,, 
them. SEES 
Mr. F. in the fifth place, argues from the ntl. 
2 of Chriſt. He ſays „the interceſſion @ | 
hriſt, which. is founded upon his death, and eino 
preſſive of it's grand deſign, extends not to all ma 
kind.” P. 72. I cannot but wiſh he had explain, 
the terms, and proved the aſſertions contained! 
this argument; and then proved that the interceſhq.... 
of Chriſt and his death are of equal extent. Wi tea. 
out proof he cannnot wiſh us to aſſent, nor expo; for 
that we ſhould think ourſelves bound to refute. . 
The interceſſion of Chriſt in it's common a tur 
ceptation, ſignifies his pleading in heaven for. otheſ It 
Heb. vii. 25. Your friend does not refer to th of 
but to our Lord's prayer with his diſciples on ear pe. 
John xvii. Now, Sir, excuſe the freedom ol e = 
quiring, ought he not either to have applied the ſio 
gument directly to our Saviour's interceſſion 
heaven, or to have proved that his interceſſion I fo 
heaven is circumſtanced as that prayer on cad q.. 
was? That our Saviour's prayer on earth was iN 
us apoſtles, and for thole who ſhould wy 
trol 
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hrough their word is evident. But is this a proof 
that he never did, nor ever will pray for any others? 
To you, Sir, I confeſs that I never ſaw, nor ever 
expect to ſee, any proof of theſe things. Yet with- 
out this proof, all that Mr. F. ſays here, is quite 


foreign to the ſubject, 


I grant, however, we have no certain proof that 
our Lord intercedes in heaven for any others be- 
fides believers. Nor have we any certain proof to 
the contrary. The ſcripture is not, that I remem- 
her, expreſs on the ſubject; though from Heb. vii. 
25. the former idea ſeems the more probable. 
But where 1s the evidence that our Saviour's death 
and interceſſion are equally extenſive * This evi- 
dence your friend has not produced, though funda- 
mental to his argument, 

It is clear to me that we have no ſcripture au- 
thority to ſuppoſe that the death and interceſſion of 
Chriſt are of equal extent, any more than his death 
and the pardon of fin, or any other bleſſing which 
teſults from his death to thoſe that believe. It is 
certain that the /etter and expreſſe52 of ſcripture will 
teach us to conclude that our Saviour's death was 
for all mankind ; and his interceſſion for thſe whe 
come to God by him, Thus far we go on ſafe ſcrip- 
ture ground ; and, I apprehend,- not any. further 
It is, however, ſtrikingly evident that the argument 
of Mr. F.-on this topic is totally without ſtrength ; 
becauſe he has neither eſtabliſhed his premiſes, nor 
given the leaſt evidence in favour of the conclu- 
lion. 

Mr. F. fixthly argues from the doctrine of elec- 
lion. P. 73. He ſays he «does not ſuppoſe that I 
ſhall admit the doctrine of eternal, perſonal, and 
unconditional election to be a truth.“ I anſwer, 


the 
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the doctrine of election is clearly contained in the 
{cripture; but I do not remen:ber that it is there 
accompanied with the epithets which Mr. F. pre- 
fixes to it; though I do not wiſh to diſpute the 
proprigey of theſe epithets here, for the reaſon which 
ie properly ailigns for not enlarging on the ſubjedt; 
left it ſhould “carry us beyond our preſent celign.” 
He apprehends, however, that if this were admitted, 
«a ſpecial deſign in the death of Chriſt would ſol- 
low of courſe.” Put you know, Sir, “a ſpecial 
delign in the death of Chriſt“ is no part of the ſub- 
ject now in debate. The queſtion before us is, 
« whether Jeſus died for the fins of all mankind *” 
The affirmative of this queſtion is perfectly con- 
ſiſtent with «a ſpecial deſign in the death of Chri{l,” 
and I think it will not be doubted that the greateſt 
number of thoſe who have maintained ſuch a fe- 
cial deſign, and theſe, without any invidious com- 
pariſons, men of the greateſt learning, piety, and 
uletulnets, have allo maintained that « ſe{us died for 
all mankind.” . 
Wich reſpect to myſelf, I think. it ſufficient to 
obſerve, that though I am willing to read what 
Mr. F. or any other man ſhall pleaſe to write cn 
the ſubject of election; yct as “a ſpecial deſign in 
the death of Chriſt” does not affect the preſent 
queſtion, but may divert from it, I therefore, at 
reſent, neither affirm nor deny ſuch ſpecial deſign. 
But if any ſuch election be maintained as ſuppoles 
that all the reſt of mankind never enjoyed the poſ- 
ſibility of happineſs, nor had any proviſion of hap- 
pineſs made for them, but were neceſſarily, either 
from eternity, or from their birth, expoſed to eter- 
nal miſery, ſuch election as this I deliberately con- 


ſider as oppolite to the ſpirit and deſign of the goſ. 
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pel, and to the tenor of ſcripture, As the object 
of Mr. F's argument on this head, that of“ a ſpe- 
cial deſign in the death of Chriſt,“ is conſiſtent 
with the grand point which J with to defend, I 
agree with him, not to add more on the ſubject, 
leit it“ ſhou!d lead us from our preſent deſign.“ 

Mr. F. ſays, in the /aft place, „the character, of 
the redeenicd in the world above, implies the ;enti- 
ment for which he pleads.” P. 75. He zeicrs to 
Rev. v. 9. xiv. 3, 4. and paſſes ovcr it very ſlightly. 
I with he had taken time to be a little more ex- 

licit, Rut by tic empnhali: ha Jays on ſome words, 

and the hint he drops after the quotation, he ſeems 
to think, I underſtand him, that there are two 
conſiderations in his favour — thar the four living 
creatures and twenty four elders repreſent the 
church militant — and that they are ſaid to be re- 
deemed or bought from among men, that is, while 
others are left unredeemed. I venture to drop 2 
word on each of thele. 

(I.) It is certain, the language of heaven will be 
that of gratitude, admiration and joy. Yet it is 
not ſo certain that the four Iwving creatures and 
went, four clders repreſent the church militant, 
as M F. fays chey ſcem to do, that we can with 


ſatc t. an argument on it. Arguments in 
ſac. troverſy, are not to be founded on ſceming, 


but real facts. | hat this is both diſputab 4 
puted will not be denied. The fact mult, the. 
fore, be cſtabliſhed by evidence, befor e can ga- 
fon from it with ſatisfaction. Mr. F. allows tae 
language of the pailages quoted to be the ianguage 
of the wid above, May they not n be as rea- 
ſonably ſuppoſed to repreſent the church /riumprant 
as the church militant? 


K It 


102 


LIT 


It alſo deſerves attention that theſe paſſages do 
not ſpeak of all the glorified ſpirits in the 202 
abeve, as Mr. V's expreſſions ſcem to repreſent to 
the reader. Put they ſeem rather to refer to parti. 
cular periods of time. Ihe whole company of the 
redeemed in the world above are mentioned as 42 
great multitude which no man could number,” be- 
ſides the four living creatures, the twenty four el- 
ders, and the hundred and forty four thouſand, 
Compare Rev. v. 9. Vii. 9. Xiv. 2, 4. It ſeems to 
me, therefore, precarious to conſider them as a 
complete repreſentation ol the church, either ili 
tant or triumphant, | 

I confeſs my ignorange of many things; and 
have not the vanity to pretend that I underſtand the 
book of Revelaiion, which has baffled ſo many, 
with whom, 1n point of ability, I pretend to no 
compariſon. I eltcem it a glorious, entertaining, 
and very important part of ſcripture. Yet I would 
not willingly be reduced to the neceſſity of ground- 
ing an argument on many parts of it, in vindication 
of an article of faith. 

(2.) Theſe are ſaid to be © redeemed — to God — 
from the earth — from among men — out of every 
kindred, and tongue, and people, and nation.” 


That Chriſt ſhed his blood tor the redemption of 


men is a fact that will undoubtedly fill heaven with 
everlaſting melody. Put I do not remember that 
any are ſaid to be redeemed merely by his blood 
being ſhed for them, nor to partake of redemption, 
till they believe in him, He obtained redemption 
for us, Heb. ix. 12. and through that redemption 
the believer is juſtificd. Rom. iii. 24, 25. And 
thus he is repreſented as naw redeemed ; but not 
bciore, that I icmember. 
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Chriſt was the ranſ5m, the price of redemption. 
But I think priſoners are not ſaid to be actually 
redeemed, till they are ſet at liberty in conſequence 
of the payment of the ranſom. The apoſtle ex- 
plains what redemption is, Ephel. i. 7. Col. i. 14. 
and calls it ii of fins, Surely a ſinner is 


not, an unpardonęd ſinner is not redeemed. To 
which I add, that the ſcripture continually repre- 
ſents redemption as actual deliverance, mult be evi- 
dent to every one who reads the Old and New 
Teſtament impartially, with a view to underſtand 
this ſubject. 

From hence, I think, 1t appears that when the 
happy ſpirits in the world: above, are ſaid to be re- 
deemed, it is perfectly conſiſtent with the common 
uſe of the word, and the current language of ſcrip- 
ture, to conſider the paſſage as expreſſive of their 
deliverance from a ſtate of fin and miſery. The 
we redeemed or brought home to God — they are 
redeemed or delivered from the carth, and all it's 
miſeries — and from wicked and perſecuting men 
— and this out of every kindred, and people, and 
nation. The period to which Rev. xiv. 3, 4. ap- 
pears to refer, particularly ſuggeſts ſome ſuch in- 
terpretation as this; thoſe happy ſpirits were deli- 
vered from popiſh flavery and corruption, which 
had, before the reformation, overſpread ſo conſider- 
able a part of the world. 

Mr. F. ſeems inclined to change the word re- 
deemed, for Caught, and writes bought in Capitals, as 
being a change of great conſequence. I am will- 
ing to allow that Yet is the molt natural and 
common ſenſe ef the word, though not the only 
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not redeemed till he partake of redemption. If 
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one.* But as all our happineſs, and redemption 
in all it's parts, and bletled effects, are enjoyed 
through the death of Chriſt, and the ranſom which 
he paid for us; to which they are aſcribed both on 
carth, and in heaven; as effects are commonly 
traced to their firſt cauſe, and often put for the 
cauſe itſelf, it is evident that the native and firſt 
ſenſe of the Greek word can be no ſufficient ob- 
jection againſt the interpretation of the paſlage 
which is given above. — Nor does any difficulty 
ariſe from the conſideration that this redemption is 
ſaid to be by the %jd of Chrilt ; becauſe believers 
are ſaid to be «juſtified by his blood.“ Rom. v. g. 
Yet I do not think Mr. F. will aſſert that any 
man was juſtified When our Saviour died, nor till 
he come to believe in him. 

Excuſe it, my dear Sir, that I have taken up fo 
much time on a paſſage on which your friend em- 
ployed fo little, If the contents of this letter be, 
on the whole, ſcriptural, it will follow that Mr. F's 
arguments are not concluſive. You have 2. right 
to judge for yourſelf, and may the God of wiſdom 
direct you! 


] am, Sir, 


Affectionately your's, &c, 


[ 


* See Schwarz and Hederic on the word a, 
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DAR SIR, ( 


FTER Mr. F. has attempted to eſtabliſh his 


hypotheſis that © Jeſus died for only a part of 


mankind,” he procecds, though very ſparingly, to 


«take notice ol the arguments tor the contrary hy- 
potheſis.“ P. 76. W Dat he offers, in order to in- 
validate theſe ugument, is now the ſubject of con- 
ſideration ; to which I proceed, not without hope, 
that this friendly debate, and ſincere enquiry, tor 
ſuch J trult it is, on both ſides, will turn to our 
mutual advantage, and to the glory of him who 
dicd for us. 

I alleged that the limited extent of our Saviour's 
death is inconſiſtent with the ſcripture account of 
divine goodneſs ; particularly that account of it 
which informs us, that his tender mercies are over 
all his works; Pſal. cxlv. 9. elpecially, as it is evi- 
dent from ſcripture, and allowed on all hands, that 
thoſe who are not ſaved by Chriſt, where the word 
is preached, will be more miſerable thap it Chriſt 
had never died for ſinners. For otherwiſe, it would 
ſeem as if the bleſſed God intended to make a great 
part of mankind more extremely miſerable by ſend- 
ing the goſpel to them, when it was never in their 
power to receive any benefit from it. Your friend 
lays „Fallen angels are part of God's works, as 
well as fallen men; but Chriſt did not die for 
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them.“ P. 76. But ſurely the Bible was not writ— 
ten for fallen angels; and, therefore, they cannot be 
here intended. Vour friend will not ſay that the 
Divine Being prefeſſes to have any tender mercies for 
fallen angels. Nor could he ſuppoſe me to intend, 
as his reaſoning inſinuates, that „the exerciſe of 
punitive juſtice is inconſiſtent with the attribute of 
goodneſs.” But that there is no g22dneſs, no mercy 
no tender mercy, exerciſed towards a perſon who 1s 
placed in ſuch a ſituation that he could not avoid 
ſinning and being damned; and whoſe damnation 
is necetlarily encreaſed by calls and commands to 
repent and believe in Chriſt, when the great God, 
whoſe commands theſe are, has provided no mercy 
for him; nor intends to give him the leaſt aſſiſtance, 
though he knows the poor ſinner cannot, nor ever 
poſſibly could, obey theſe calls and commands any 
more than he can fly to the moon. The ſimple 
queſtion here, is this, Does the bleſſed God exer- 
ciſe tender mercy towards one whom he treats in 
this manner? As Mr. F. gives no direct anſwer 
to this queſtion, I ſhall take it kind, Sir, if you will 
conſider it ſeriouſly, and give me the reſult of your 
thoughts. 

On the other hand; if the tender mercies of God 
are indeed over all his works; and if no man can 
enjoy any mercy, but through Jeſus Chriſt; is it 
not a natural and reaſonable concluſion that «God 
has given his Son to die for all mankind?” As 
your friend has not conſidered either of theſe two 
points, both which are plainly included in my ar- 
gument, I think it can be no juſt cauſe of offence 
to ſay that he has ſaid nothing to the purpoſe on 
this part of the ſubject ; but that the argument till 
retains it's force. I cannot but ardently with my 
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this ſingle argument, comprizing the twe conſi'e- 
rations I have juit now mentioned, could be de- 
bated with godly. ſimplicity. I fhould hope it woutd 
throw much light on the fulbicct now in queito.., 
On this argument Mr. F. feems to ſuppoſe thut 
a perſon who denies the preſcience of the Diviuc 
Being, might with equal force reaſon agaiult the 
tere-knowledge of God, as I have done againtt his 
not giving his Son to die tor all mankind. I thould 
think that he will not certainly avow the argument 
and manner of reaſoning here put into the mouth 


of „n denier of God's fore-knowledge,” If he 


will not avow them, it is certain we cannot juſtly 
conſider the introduction ot. this ſubject in any 
other point of light, than that of a fineſſe. If he 
will ſay that he does ſeriouſly avow thein, I pro- 


mile to conſider them, God willing, more largely 


on another Occaſion. In the mean time I beg. 


leave to query, 
Is there no difference between the bleſſed God 


beſtowing theſe bleſſings on man, When he knew. 


man would abuſe them, and withholding theſe 
blethings, or placing man in ſuch a ſituation that he 
cannot but abuſe them, and be more miſerable 
than iſ he had never enjoyed them; and at the ſame: 
time, profeſſing to exerciſe tender mercy to him in 
that beſtowment? The «denier of God's fore- 
knowledge,” according to your friend's repreſen- 
tation, ſuppoſes men to be placed under great ad- 
vantages, which they voluntarily and unneceſſarily 
abuſe and ſquander away. The argument I combat 
ſuppoſes them placed under every poſlible diſadvan- 
tage, and that unavoidably, even from their birth ; 
while the apparent mercies they enjoy are neceſ- 
larily real curſes to them, and could never be ae: 

wiſe ; 
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wiſe; nor did God ever intend them to be other 
wiſc, nor that man {hould ever, be enabled to im- 
prove thera to any other purpoſe than co encreaſe 
his eternal miſery; and yet profeſſes to cxerciſe 
tender mercy to it u. Ihe ſcheme Cd pays by the 
« Gzmer of es tore- knowledge,“ glorifies both 
the jultice and gandneſs of Go. 5 ubon every prin— 
cipla ot moral — mom, b:caule theſe blefſinzs 
mignt have b2:1: improved. 


1 
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Hh ! p Lat Fram n 1 7 
Wich had no lefs been certain unforcknown.” 


But the ſcheme 1 oppoſe, repreſents man as for 
ever u: ab to improve one fi. angle mercy of God 
to any real good purpoſe ; to be nece.lurily more 
dreadfally imiterable, even by the continuance of 
life itſelf. and | by every ſacred and fecular advan- 
tage; and a rein and uncontroul— 
able appoinunent of Jchovah himtelf. Now the 
qiie:t] Mn is, does this look like a ſcheme of fender 
mercy? Does it appear like the work of a Gol 
whole „tender mercics are over all his works?“ 
To which I add, the ſcheme of the © denier of 
God's tore-knowledge,”* is a direct oppoſition to 
the word and provideace of God, as well as to the 
dictates of common ſenſe. But I am, at leaſt, at- 
tempting to prove that the univerſality of our 
blolte 4 Redeemer's death is perfectly conſiſtent 
with all theſe. 

Mr. F. ſays he tr2mbles while he writes, (P. 77 
on thele ſubjects. Ve ought undoubtedly to RAG 
and write on them with awtul folemniny and reve- 
rence; But ſurely we need not realon ourſelves 
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in it's favour; and many paſſages expreſsly againſt 
it. Surely when a God of infinite wiſdom and 
goodneſs condeſcends to teach his poor ignorant 
creatures, and requires that we underſtand and be- 
lieve his inſtructions, he ſpeaks what he intends, 
and in ſuch a manner that we can under{tand him. 
Nor can it be right to reaſon ourſelves into horrors 
and difficulties in oppoſition to the plaineſt expreſ- 
ſions contained in the Bible. 

That “it is no where expreſsly ſaid that Chriſt 
died only for, a part of mankind,” your friend al- 
lows, P. 78. I endeavourcd to ſhew in the Nine 
Letters, how reaſonably we might have expected 
this to have been aſſerted in ſcripture, ſuppoling 
it to have been a fact, As an apology for the 
ſilence of ſcripture on this head, he replies, “the 


ſcriptures do not ſo much deal in negatives as in 


” 


politives.” Admitting that, for the preſent; is the 
ſcripture more poſitive on any ſubject, than it is on 
this? Does it not poſitively and frequently 


that Chriſt died for all, in ſo many words, and in 


thoſe which are confeſſedly equivalent?“ Now is 
it right for us to change theſe politive expreſſions into 
negative ones, and to aſſert that he did nat die for 


all? Eſpecially when there is not one ſingle nega- 


tive expreſſion in all the Bible to oppoſe them: 


Your friend alleges further; “It is not any. 
where expreſsly ſaid that all mankind ought not to 


be baptized; yet — our Lord's commutlion is re- 
ſtrictive.“ True. But do not all Baptiſts, on theſe 
very principles, continually argue againſt the bap- 
tizing of infants? Do not the Pœdo- baptiſts conti- 
nually thew that they tee] the force of this reaſon- 
ing? Do not all mankind admit that ſuch an argu- 

meut 


See Nine Letters, No. 8. 
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ment 1s ſorcible on every other ſubject? Does not 
every one demand politive evidence of what is ai- 
lerted by another? If ſuch poſitive evidence cannot 
be adduced, is not this always con:idered as a great 
diſadvantage to any cauſe? If the evidence on the 
contrary {ide be politive. and exprefs, do we not 
eſteem ſuch evidence decifive? Is not this appli- 
cable to every ſubjedt diſputed among men? Quyht 
we not to reaſon on {his ſubject, as we reaſon on 
every other * 

Quitting this argument, Mr, F. proceeds, (P.79.) 
to the „general expreſſions a nen — world — 
whole world, &c.“ which the ſcripture ſo frequently 
uſes when treating on the extent of our Saviour's 
death. Here he admits a rule of interpretation 
which I had mentioned; and ſays he apprehends 
that my explanation. of theſe paſſages is “contra- 
dicted by other ſcriptures — contrary to the ſcope 
of the inſpired writers — and involves in it various 
abſurdities.“ P. 80. Now, Sir, it is obſervabl: 
here, that your friend does not fay it is « contrary 
to the ſcope of the writer,” in thoſe places where 
theſe expreſſions are found. To keep this in view 
is univerſally acknowledged to be a very important 
rule of interpretation; and, therefore, a concetton 
of this kind, though a fact one, is much in ſavour 
of that hypotheſis which I with to defend, You will 
obſerve, likewiſe, that it is much eaſter to evade the 
force of an argument ami:'{t the wide range of 
ſcripture in general; or, from the vaſt number of 
ſubjects contained in it, to collect ſeeming abſurdi- 
ties, than when we conſider the immediate delign 
of the Writer in queition. I am tartrom aſcribing 
any frandvient den to your pious friend; but we 
Wait all grant that when a writer takes ſo large 2 
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ſcope, it is the more neceſſary for the reader to be 
careful; and 1 am much miſtaken if this be not one 
of the many ways by which crrors have been 1n- 
troduced into the world in all ages, ſince the ſcrip- 
tures were written. 

I cannot but with, however, that Mr. F. had di- 
rectly given us the inſtznces of theſe contradictions 
and abſurdities. This, I think, may very juitly be 
demanded , and would be more favourable to his 
Khemne, it 4 miſtake not, than all his ræaſonings on 

this head. But I do not intend this 2s an evalive 
turn. If any ſuch contradictions and abſurdities 
can be produced, their weight ought to be acknow- 
ledged. 

Mr. F. begins his reaſonings here, by citing a 
number of {criptures in which“ che bleſſings of falva- 
tion, extending io the geiles, are deſcribed. i Wi Judo- 
inte terms. Tha ſcriptures are. Plal. Ilxv. 2. Iſai. 
x. 5. IXvi. 23. Jort i. 28. Iſai. liv. 5. Pfal. xxii. 
. John x11. 32. Luke iii. 6. Pſal. Ixxxvi. 9. 
Kxii. 11, 17. He does not illuſtrate theſe c pailages 
lor reaſon upon them; but ſays, „Would not theſe 
ſurniſh a contender "th the univ rte and hnal ſal- 
ation of all mankind with as good an argument 
s that which P. uſes againſt us?” IJ anſwer, no; 

think not. If your triend had made the trial, I 
hink he would have proved the contrary by expe- 
ment, 

I did not argue from the word a/l ſimply ; but 
rom the uſe of that word in fuch connections as 
ender it, at leait, moſt natural and reaſonable, it 
10t abſolutely neceſſary to underſtand it literally, 
n it's proper univerſal lignification: and produced 
uch reaſons from the context and {cope of the 

riters, as I am well perſuaded no univerſalian can 


produce, 
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VE | ef an 
produce, to authenticate his interpretation of the that | 
paſſages above- cited. It is my opinion allo, that „Tg. 
on every hypotheſis, ſome of the pallages which vic 
Mr. F.! nas quoted, ma ay be underſtood univerſally: text, 
nor will this ſenſe of them give any countenanceſÞ (he 9 
to the ſcheme of univerſal ſalvation. Beſides ſuchf hid 

an application of them is a direct oppoſition to tie is ex 

very leſter of many other plain ſcriptures, which ſuch : 
molt expreſely atlert the eternal miſery of the wick. to an. 
ed, But Mr. F. himſelf allows that no one ſcrip— ſcript 
ture exprelsly allerts the limited extent of our $a groun 
viour's death. It M 
Your friend ſuppoſes the pre judices of the Tous ſide, © 
at the time When the New Teltament was writtes calm) 
renders ſuch a ſenſe of the indefinite terms as tf ſhouls 

pleads for poiſiole, and very probable. P. 81. B kind. 

1 do not ſe that we con fay much on pfebilitiaMfl { far 

or even probabilities, in a cate of this kind. Its He 

certain theſe prejudices could have been removl (elf a 
by difi-rent language, as well as that for Which he ut 
pleas, It is alio evident to me that this will ne he pat 
er ſuticicntly remove the diſſiculties titat will of the 
ways clog Mr. F's ſcheme; and that to explanfl God 1 
theſe N as Mr. F. would explain them, is to he: 
| oppoſe the plain ſenſe of ſcripture in general. Ou Chriſt 
wiſdom, however, is to underſtand the meaning d tually 
| the bleſſed God from is own words; and, thereton ſuppo 
| ve procecd to his third argument. © The [copy love, 
| and connection of ſeveral of the paſſages prodical know 
| countcnance-{1ich an interpretation.“ P. 82. Le admit 
| Sir, I oblerve, your friend lavs ſeveral of the pak mind, 
| ſages ; not all of hem. He fays they cena vealed 
( not require ſuch an interpretation as he would gi does x 
| them. So that he does not pretend that the intey} of all 


| pretation for which he pleads, is the neciſury fenl 
0 
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ef any- one of theſe paſſages. I cannot but hope 
that his candour will admit of this plain poſition. 
« That interpretation of any ſcripture which is moſt 
obvious and natural, molt agreeable with the con- 
text, and ſcope of the writer; the general tenor of 
the goſpel, and the known perfections of Deity ; 
which is oppoſed by no one expreſs ſcripture, and 
is expreſsly confirmed by many other {ſcriptures ; 
ſuch an interpretation as this ought to be preferred 
to any other,” I moſt ſincerely wiſh to ſee theſe 
ſcriptures, and many others canvaſſed on this plain 
ground, by theſe allowed rules of interpretation. 


It Mr. F. and ſome other perſon, on the oppoſite 


ſide, of equal capacity, integrity and candour, would 
calmly and ſeriouſly undertake this buſineſs, I 


ſhould hope it would be a great bleſſing to man- 
kind. In the mean time, let us conſider his replies, 
ſo far as he has gone. 

He begins with 1 Tim. 11. 6. «He gave him- 
ſelf a ranſom tor all.” This I had explained in 
the univerſal ſenſe; and gave my reaſons for it; but 
he paſſes by my reaſons without taking any notice 
of them. He «allows it to be the revealed will of 
God that every man who hears, or has opportunity 
to hear the goſpel, thould return to him by Jeſus 
Chriſt.“ P. 82, 83. "This conceſſion, I think, vir- 
tually gives up the point in debate. For can you 
ſuppoſe, my dear Sir, that the God of truth and 
love, who is profeſſedly teaching his creatures the 
knowledge of himſelf, would reveal a will to them 
admit the expreſſion) which is contrary to his real 
mind, or to any will of his that is ſecret and unre- 
vealed? Surely the utmoſt degree of reverence 
does not forbid us to ſay that the righteous Judge 
of all the earth cannat poſſibly take ſuch a method 
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as this with his poor ignorant creature man; be- 
caule this would be not only to leave us in our ig- 
norance, but actually and deſignedly to impoſe a 
deluſion vpon us; and to inform us that he wills 
that which is poſitively and directly oppoſite to his 
mind, I enquire further, 1s it pothble for the 
bleſſed God to will „that all who hear the goſpel 
ſhould turn to him by Jeſus Chriſt,” if Jeſus Have 
done nothing ſor them, to make ſuch a way of 
turning to him pollible* Is any ſuch thing pol- 
ſible, if God have not «conſtituted the ſufferings 


of Chriſt the price of their redemption ?” P. 64. 


Was there ever any other poſlible way of a ſinner's 
turning to God by Chriſt beſides this? Now can 
an all- wiſe God will that which his own appoint- 
ment and proceedings have rendered eternally im- 
oſſible? And can he reveal that as his will, which 
is diametrically oppolite to his will? It muſt fol- 
low, therefore, that if the ſentiment of your friend 
on this head be ſcriptural, which is, I am perſuaded, 
confirmed by the general tenor of ſcripture, then 
« Jeſus Chriſt died for the ſins of all mankind,” 
which ſtrikes me as the clear doctrine of the whole 

New Teſtament. | 
Your friend admits, P. 95. that *there is a con- 
formity between God's revealed will and his de- 
crees,”” Indeed to ſuppoſe the contrary, is horrid 
beyond all the power of deſcription. But if this be 
the caſe, he muſt ſurcly admit alſo, that it is not 
only the revealed will of God, but conformable to 
his decrees, „that every man who hears, or has op- 
portunity to hear the goſpel, ſhould return to him 
by Jeſus Chriſt, and whoſoever returns to him 
ſhall ſurely be ſaved.” P. 82, 83. Certainly then 
it cannot be cither the revealed will or the ſecret 
decrec 
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decree of God, that © Chriſt ſhould not give himſelf 
a ranſom for all; becauſe turning to God, and 
ſalvation by Chriit are tor ever impollible to all 
for whom this ranſom, this price of redemption, 
was not pail, 


The next paſſage cited by Mr. F. P. 84. is 


1 John ik 2, He gives it as his % that “ the 


textreters to no other than believers of either Jews 
or Gentiles.” P. 85. The reaſon which he afligns 
for his opinion is, “the term propitiation is not put 
tor what Chriſt is unto us conſidered only as laying 
down his life, and offering himſelf a ſacrifice; but 
for what he is unto us hrough faith,” Such a 
ſtrange notion as this, ought undoubtedly, to have 
been well ſupported, before it had been laid as the 
foundation of an argument. W hat has your friend 
alleged in ſupport of it? He has only mentioned 
one paſſage of ſcripture, Rom. iii. 25. He is *ſet 
forth to be a prepitiation, through faith in his blond.” 
But he has given us no interpretation of it; though, 
if the quotation be any way pertinent, the ſenſe he 
would give of the paſſage quoted, is quite as ſtrange 
as the notion he wiſhes to ſupport by it. At this 
rate, men may ſay any thing, and prove nothing; 
and yet he is as poſitive and peremptory in his aſ- 
ſertions, as if the point were abſolutely decided by 
the moit exprels and inconteſtible evidence. 

Sutfer me, Sir, to appeal to your underſtanding 
and conicience reſpecting this pailage, Rom. 11. 
25. Is 1t not evident, that Paul is here proving 
the great doctrine of juttihcation by faith? (See 
V. 26, 28, 36.) Does any thing more naturally, 
or more forcibly ſtrike you than that he means to 
ſay men are juttited through faith in the blood of 
Chriſt, whom God hath ſet forth to be a propitia- 
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tion? Do not both the conſtruction and ſcope of 
the paſſage admit and require this ſenſe? and is not 
this the common language of the Apoſtle Paul ? 
That Jeſus was, in his death, is now, and ever will 
be, the propitiation for the ſins of men, prior to their 
believing in him; and ſet forth as ſuch, that ſinners 
may believe in him, is the ſum and ſubſtance of 
the goſpel: and it is the duty, the honour, and the 
pleaſure, of goſpel miniſters to proclaim him as ſuch, 
that ſinners may believe in hiin, and be ſaved. No- 
thing appears more evident to me than that the 
notion of Mr. F. reſpecting propitiation is abſo- 
lutely indefenſible; and as he mult know it is a very 
peculiar one, he certainly ought to have aſſigned 
ſome good reaſon for it, before he took it for 
granted. You remember the different interpreta- 
tion which is given of 1 John 11. 2. in the Nine 
Letters, P. 80——82. and what is ſaid in confirma- 
tion of it; both which I ſtill ſubmit to your judgment. 
In confirmation of that interpretation which cx- 
tends the death of Chriſt to all mankind, I alleged 
that “the terms whole world never, in any other 
part of the Bible, ſignify the ee, or thoſe that Je- 
lieve, or thoſe who are ſeved, or any thing contra- 
dictory, to this univerſal ſenſe of them.” Mr. F. 
does not deny the truth of this. But he ſays the 
terms whole world are limited in Rom. i. 8. This, 
however, may be fairly queſtioned, becauſe the ſpread 
of the golpel was very univerſal in the times of the 
apoſtles, (Col. 1. 6, 23.) and there 15 no reaſon to 
doubt that the faith of the Romans was celebrated 
in all parts, He farther obſerves that“ Chrilt is 
called the Cd of the while earth, which mult mean 
believers, as it expreſſes not his uiuverſal government 
of the world, but his tender relation of a huſband.” 


P. 66. 
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P. 86. This, however, is a manifeſt overfight ; 
becauſe the prophet, in that very place (fat. liv. 6.) 
exprelsly duſtinguiſhes between thoſe to whom he 
is a huſband, and the ue earth, of which he is 
the God. He was, and 1s, and will be, called the 
God of the whole carth, in the moſt extenſive 
ſenſc; as he created all, ſupports all, and will judge 
all, at his ſecond coming. He addiices Mat. x11. 
33. as a pallage in which the word whale has a li- 
mited ſignification; though he confeſſes this paſ- 
{age 0 implies that the goſpel, before it has finithed 

t's operations, ſhall {pre: ad throughout the 20%%e 
wW . and leaven it.” This is a glorious truth; 
but it is a deciſive proof that the term 205e cannot 
be limited iu that place, From hence it is evident 
that the terms «w/e wrid are never uſed in ſcrip- 
ture, in a ſenſe which will jultify Mr. F's limited in- 
terpretation of them, in 1 John ii. 2. Conſequently 
that interpretation is entirely without warrant ſrom 
the ſtile of any one paſſage in the holy Bible. 

I am altoniſhed to find Mr. F. ailerting that I 
do not underitand the terms whzle world in 1 John 
ii. 2. and Chap. v. 19. in the fame ſenſe, P. 87. 
I have fully declared the contrary, both in the Nine 
Letters, P. 82. and in the Letter from Scrutator to 
Reſponſor, P. 22. (2d. Edition.) — I had alſo al- 
leged in favour of the univerſal ſenſe of the words, 
whale world, that it is agrecable to the ſcope of the 
place, and the manner of the fame apoſtle, who al- 
ways diltinguithes between believers and the world, 
in the other parts of his writings, where both are 
referred to; but your friend has paſſed by theſe ar- 
guments W notice. They, therefore, retain 
their full ſtrength. 

Mr. F. thinks the moſt plauſible argument which 
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I have advanced, is from 2 Cor. v. 15. He does 
not attempt to anſwer my arguments upon this paſ- 
ſage ; but ſubmits three remarks to the judgment of 
the reader, to invalidate the argument taken from 
the diſtributive phraſe, they «vhs lie. He docs not 
form any 'argument on theſe remarks, nor draw 
any concluſions from them; but in this, as well as 
ſeveral other places, leaves that to the reader. It is 
not my bilinefs, however, to lay what were his 
reaſons for this conduct. His remarks follow. 

1. © Ihe context ſpeaks of the GENTILES be- 
ing intereited in Chrilt as well as the Jews.” P.87. 
It this were to his purpoſe, you know, Sir, he 
ought to have given ſome proof of it; which he 
has not done, nor told us the uſe we are to make 
of it, 

2. „It does not appear to be the deſign of the 
apoſtle to afhrm that Chriſt died for all that were 


dead, but that all were dead for whom Chriſt died.“ 


P. 88. I anſwer, true; with this additional cir- 
cumitance, that the death in which men are in— 


volved, and the death of Chriſt for men are both 
univerſal; they both extend to all mankind. Lhe 


apoitlc clearly takes a fa tor granted, as acknow- 


ledged by all Chriſtians. This is plain from his 


uſe of the hypothetical particle, F. — From hence 
he infers a moit aw ful and important truth. Then 
were all dead.“ Not „then were they all dead, 


as your friend quotes the pallage, though I hope it 


was through witake, But we ought to be careful 
that ve do not iuterline, and miſquote the ſerip— 
tures; bccauſc that is an abuſe of them, and will lead 
the inattentive reader into the depths. of error be- 
fore he is aware. If what I have juſt mentioned 
be not the deſign of the apoſtle, it he be not de- 
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ſignedly aſſerting the univerſality of our Saviour's 
death as a truth granted in the church, I ſhould be 
glad to know what is the uſe of the words ail, and 
if, in the ſourteenth verſe. 

3. Though our hypotheſis ſuppoſes that all for 
whom Chritt died thall finally live; yet it does not 
ſuppoie that they all live at preſent.” True. But 
certainly theſe words as well as other parts of 
ſcripture, are applicable to future ages, as well as 
that in which they were written; and if ſo, the 
ſame d ribulive © they which,” will (till retain it's 
torce. 

Mr. F. is ready to think, P. 89. that I myſelf 
do not place much dependence on Heb. 11. 9. and 
2 Pet. ii. 1. To which I, anſwer, In the Eighth 
Letter I freely gave my thotſghts on theſe and many 
other ſcriptures which he has paiſed over unnoticed. 
I ſtill think they afford unanſwerable arguments in 
proof of the doctrine for which I contend; that 
« ſeſus died for the ſins of all mankind;” and-till 
they be fairly retured I do not ſee any reaſon to 
change my ſentiment. 

May I preſume fo far upon your patience, my 
good Sir, as to recapitulate the chief topics, and to 
glance at the chict hinges on which the argument 
turns, in the Eighth Letter of our former corre- 
ſpondence ; that you may with more eaſe compare 
them with Mr. F's reply? 

« We have no authority to believe what is not 
declared in ſcripture. — The limited extent of our 
Saviour's death is not deelared there. -— This is 
a matter of pure revelation —a doctrine of great 
Importance.— The death oi Chrilt is the glory of 
the goſpel, and very frequently mentioned. — The 
extent of his death is alſo mentioned frequently and 

very 
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very ex pre fly. — If this had been limited we : 
TY icht reatorubly, have expected to find that limi- of C 
tation plainly exprelſed. — No expreftion is found verſ. 
in the Bible, which neceſſarily impires Tuch a limi- 1 % 
tation. — It is not realonable to ſuppoſe tliat ſo ſcrip 
important a doctrine would be left to be collected ur ne 
merely from inferrence. — It cannot fairly be iu. Here 
forred from any oue fc ripturc. -— It is always con- 5 <0 
lidered and allowed that if a doctrine be not men. || Som 
tion d in ſcripture, there is good reaſon to believe unde 
that doQrine is not true. — We admit this on all rules 
other ſubjects, and ought to admit it on this 7s 

«The limited extent of our Saviour's death ap- thoſe 
pears to opp: ofe all thoſe pallages which ailert the hnal 
unis erla! ty of divine love to man, and the willing- the e 
neſs of the bleſſed God that all ſhould turn and live. ho 
— Al! who are not ſaved will be more miſerable emo! 
than if Chriſt had never died for ſinners. — It golp: 
Chriit did not die for them, they cannot, nor ever N 
could poilibly a avoid this. — This cannot be recon- WW ubje 
ciled to the ſcripture account of divine juſtice and 1 lea 
roo0dnets, | to al 

If the bleſſed God have not given his Son to more 
die for all men, how can he w:// their ſalvation? — migh 


Can he will that which he knows to be impoli- peal | 


ble? which never was poilible: which none could derin, 
make poſſible beſides himſelf? which he was never 14 dc 
willing to make poſſible? Yet he has taken a me- fiene 
thod which he knew could not but make them P. 76 
more miſerable, and which, on Mr. I's ſcheme, he rem 
deſigned ſhould make them fo. Nor were they atoct 
ever, in any degree, or in any ſenſe, the cauſe of all dicker, 
this miſery, nor could they ever poſſibly avoid it. faith. 
Does this look like the work of a God whoſe 7ender pretlic 


Mercies are over all his works 2 


C4 "The 


LEETT EN XI. 121 


«The expreſſions of ſcripture, where the extent 
of Chriit's death is directly mentioned, are all uni- 
verſal and unlimited. — Is it not ſtrange that their 


meaning (hould be liinited? — Is it for the credit of 


ſcripture to ſuppoſe that it frequently means what 
it never expreifes, and frequently expreſſes what it 
never means? The univccſal ſenſe of theſe paſſages 
is confeſſedly agreeable to the ſcope and context. 
Some of them, at leait, not only may, but mujt be 
underſtood in the extenſive ſenſe. - I he allowed 
rules of interpretation require it. 

„Several pallages evidently diſtinguiſh between 
thoſe for whom Chriſt died, and thoſ: who will be 
finally ſaved. — Some paſſages clearly repreſenc 
the goſpel proviſion as made tor all men; for thoſe 
who do, as well as thoſe who do not, accept and 
enjoy it. — The manner of addreſs which the 
goſpel uſes confirms this doctrine.” 

Now, Sir, as your good friend has touched this 
ſubject ſo very gently, and dropped it fo abruptly, 
| leave the few thoughts recited above, to you, or 
to any other, who thall chooſe to examine them 
more fully; and, wiihout, adding more, which 
might eaſily be done, if neceilary, I veuture to ap- 
peal to you whether I am blame-worthy in cont1- 
dering the limited extent of our Savivur's death as 
«4a doctrine which God has never revealed.“ Your 
friend ſeems rather viFended by this free expreſlion. 
P. 76. I athre you, Sir, I would not willingly 
offend him or any other man. I tcel the lincereit 
aitection tor him and many others rom whom 1 
dicker, for conſcience fake, in this great article of 
faith. Lo avoid offence, perhaps ſome other ex- 
preſlion would have been more proper. But none 

could 
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could more directly convey the unvarying ſent- | © 
ments of my heart to the reader, 


that C 

Mr. F. glances at my confidence, I do not with, .. 

Sir, to make bluſter and noiſe about any thing, chat 1 
1 confeſs J am apt to talk confidently on this ſub- af ie 
* 


ject, from the conviction 1 have of the clcarneſs A the 
and importance of the doctrine in queſtion. But! 
never imagined that nothing could be ſaid to per- 
plex it, or to excite ſeruples concerning it. Fad 
proves that this can be done, with reſpect to every 
truth. J.xcuſe me, Sir, and I beg the excuſe of your 
tous and worthy friend: whom J love in our 5 
Ng Chriſt, if I ſay, that the very ſame modes of 
reaſoning whieh he has employed againſt this doc- 
trine, can be employed, and have too often been 
employed, againſt what he himſelf will call the ca- 
pital truths of the Bible : ſuch, for inſtance, as th: 
depravity of human nature, the divinity and atone- 
ment of Chriſt, and juſtification by faith; which, 
I am perſuaded, ſtand on no better ground, are ac- 
companied with no clearer evidence, nor liable to 
fewer objections than the univerſality of our Savi- 
our's death. Yet they are truths ſtill, and will be 
ſuch, as long as the Bible 1s the Bible. God has 
poſitively declared them; and his word mult ſtand. 
If it cannot be fairly proved that Chriſt died tor 
all mankind, I deſpair of ſeeing any thing fairly 
prov ed from the ſcriptures of truth, | only wiſh to 
reaſon on this ſubject as we reaſon on every other. 
If it will not bear the teſt by which every other 
ſacred truth is tried, | am willing to relinquiſh it. 
By this teſt alone, I with it to be examined. I beg 
leave to conclude this letter with the words of that 
great man, our common favourite, who in the latter 
part ot. his unportant life, fo ably vindicated this 
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great doctrine, In every ſacred truth that is re- 
vealed to us, a plain evidence and full aſſurance 
that God bath ſaid it, ſhould be a ſufficient anſwer 
to a thouſand objections.” * That you, Sir, and 
that I, may buy the truth, whatever be the expence 
of it, and never ſell it, for any advantage whatever, 
js the ſincere wiſh and prayer of 


Your affectionate friend, 


And ready ſervant for Jeſus' ſake. 


Dr. Waits. DoQrine of the Trinity, P. 254. 
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DAR SIR, 


\ 


offered in favour of the univerſal extent of our Sa- 
viour's death, he proceeds (P. 89.) to ſhew © the 
conſiſtency of the fanited extent of Chriſt's death, 
as ſtated above, with univerſal calls, and invitations.“ 
He does not attempt this by a direct application of 
arguments to theſe ſubjects; nor does he endeavou 
to refute what I had offered in favour of the cor. 
trary ſentiment; but in what J ſhould call a ven 
indirect method, he reaſons on “the divine decrees, 
the diſpenſations of providence, the requirements 
of the law, and the perſeverance of the ſaints.” 
He ſtrongly expreſſes his conſciouſneſs of the dark- 
neſs and difficulty of the ſubjects on which he 
treats; and at the concluſion, mentions his doubt 
whether I ſhall “admit the grounds of his reaſor- 
ings as proper data.“ 

With regard to all this, I obſerve in general, 
that I cannot think his method of diſcuſſing the 
ſubject proper, nor his data ſufficiently certain and 
obvious. The caſes ſuppoſed are very diſſimilar to 
the caſe in queſtion ; the ſubjects are, ſome of them, 
very copious, and very intricate ; the media of de- 
monſtration are obſcure, and ſome of them incon- 
cluſive. The concluſions, when obtained, are * 

dark 


HEN Mr. F. has finiſhed his reply, ſo far 


as it goes, to the arguments which I had 
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dark and diſtant to give ſatisfaction to an enquir- 
ing mind that is weak, and ſcrupulous. I think 
your friend and I might caſily agree in all that he 
has ſaid, and yet be very oppolite to each other, and 
both materially wrong with reſpect to the queſtion 
before us. But I with to evade nothing which re- 
lates to the point in hand; and, therefore, ſhall 
take up his reaſonings as I find them, and give you 
my thoughts on them, as clearly as I am able, con- 
ſiſtent with brevity. 

Mr. F. enters on the ſubject with fear and 
trembling,” (P. go.) on account of it's difficulty, 
I am ſenſible that ſome of the ſubjects on which 
he reaſons, are deep and difficult; and I fear it is 
beyond either his capacity or mine, to do them 
juſtice; eſpecially within ſo narrow a compaſs. 
Perhaps this might have been a ſufficient reaſon to 
have left them to ſuperior hands, or to a more con- 
venient time and place. He has, however, wiſely 


mentioned ſome properties of the divine decrees, - 


which may preſerve us from danger, if we diligent- 
ly keep them in view. He allows that they “ are 
conſiſtent with the free agency of man,” (P. go.) 
that the decrees of God to puniſh ſin, © are always 
entirely upon the foreſight of evil,” (P. 93.) that 
his decrees, with reſpect to fin, are not efficient but 
permiſſive, (P. 95.) and that there is «© a conformity 
between God's revealed will and his decrees.” (ib. 
With theſe properties in view, and humility of 
heart, we may, perhaps with ſafety, ſtudy the ſcrip- 
ture account of the divine decrees; whether the 
2 8 be properly introduced here or no. 

o prove the conſiſtency of goſpel invitations 
where no proviſion is made, your friend reaſons in 
the following manner. | 


Arg. I. 


LETTER XII. 
Arg. 1. „ The time of man's life is appointed ef 


God. — Yet men are exhorted to uſe means to pro- 
long their lives.” P. 91. Now ſuppoling, for ar- 

ment's ſake, and to make the debate as ſhort and 
eaſy as poſlible, we allow that God has abſolutely 
fixed the duration of every man's life. Has God 
appointed 'that men ſhould uſe means to prolong 
their lives beyond that duration? Has he told us 
that we ſhall certainly die at the time which he 
has appointed, if we do not uſe the means of pro- 
longing life? Has he aſſured us that all the means 
we uſe, according to his direction, for -prolonging 
our natural life ſhall certainly and infallibly ſuc- 
ceed? If we die at the time which he has abſolute- 
ly appointed, does the bleſſed God charge that to 
our account, and ſay it was becauſe we did not 
uſe means to prolong our lives? Does Jehovah 
donſign us to hell, to be eternally tormented there, 
becauſe we did not prolong our lives by diet, me- 
dicine or regimen, beyond the duration which he 
has abſolutely appointed? Does the great God de- 
clare and ſwear that he would not have us die na- 
turally, at the time when he has abſolutely appointed 
that we ſhall die? Does he ſay we might live longer, 
F we would? That he has called us to live longer; 
and if we do not, it is becauſe we toll not? All 
theſe things muſt be ſuppoſed, according to Mr. 
F's own account of the goſpel miniſtry, in order to 
make the caſes ſimilar; and without ſuppoſing all 
this, even on his own ſcheme, there can neither be 
« propriety in his data,” nor validity in his argument. 

Arg. 2. Our portion in this life is repreſented as 
coming under the divine appointment. — Yet in 
all the concerns of life, we are commanded to act 


with diſcretion,” P. 92. Admitting this alſo 7 
G the 
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the reaſon mentioned before. Does the Lord aſ- 
ſure us that if we act with diſcretion, we ſhall have 
no miſeries and trials in this world? Does he 
charge all the troubles of life on the want of dif- 
cretion? Does he declare that none beſides the in- 
diſcreet ſhall ever have any troubles in this life? 
and that all the indiſcreet ſhall certainly have trou- 
bles and miſeries in proportion to their indiſcre- 
tion? Does he tell us we may avoid theſe troubles 
if we will ? that if we do not avoid them, it is be- 
cauſe we will not? Does he ſay it is his revealed will 
that we ſhould avoid them? and that he will ſend 
us to burn in everlaſting fire for our indiſcretion if 
we do not avoid them? The troubles of life are 


often ſanctified to us, and made advantages, and 


accounted ſuch; and may always be advantageouſly 
improved, if we do not counteract the gracious 


deſign of our heavenly Father in ſending them. 


But is Hell ever accounted a bleſſing to men? Can 
damnation be improved to beneffeial purpoſes? At 
the day of judgment, when the wiſdom, juſtice, 
1 and all the perfections of our God and 
*ather ſhall appear in all their glory, men will be 
treated according to the ſtate in which they have 
been placed in this world. This is manifeſt from 
the tenor of ſcripture. At that day, it will appear 
that our afflictions have been among our greateſt 
bleſſings, under the controuling hand of God; and 
many will have reaſon to bleſs the Lord for them 
eternally. But is there any day of judgment, and 
final, equitable, gracious retribution, which thoſe 


who are conſigned to hell can hope for, after they 


have ſpent an eternity in thoſe regions of pain and 
torment? It were eaſy to proceed. But I rather 
ſubmit to your conſideration, Sir, whether it do not 


N 2 appear 
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48 from theſe hints, that your friend's data are 
the molt diſtant and improper, that can well be ima- 
gined; and his arguments ſtrikingly abſurd, even 
on his own principles and views of the goſpel. 
With regard to theſe two firſt arguments I only 
add, further, that I am well perſuaded, if the limits 
of my preſent deſign would allow of it, if the ſub- 
ject were ſufficiently important, and it's relation to 
the preſent queſtion were ſufficient to juſtify a cri- 
tical ſpeculation of this kind; it would not be a 


difficult matter to ſhew, that no directions are given 


in ſcripture with encouragements and promiſes 
annexed, reſpecting the prolongation of lte, or the 
avoiding of troubles by diſcretion, which. the great 
God does not give power to practiſe, and with re- 
gard to which, he has not provided ſuch a ſuffici- 
ency, as that the practiſe, invariably anſwers the ends 
deſigned by it, according to the tenor of the direc- 
tions, and the promiſes Or encouragements con- 
nected with them. I truſt it will be no offence to 
ſay that I have obſerved, or thought I have ob- 
ſerved many inadvertencies in your pious friend's 
Reply ; but i think none have ſurpriſed me more, than 
thoſe now under conſideration. We proceed to. 
Arg. 3. Events which imply the evil a&tions of 
men come under the divine appointment.“ P. 94. 
Here, as in ſome other places, Mr. F. gives us the 
premiſes, but not the concluſion; and thus he 
lcaves his reader at a loſs to ſay what he aims at, 
or what connection his argument has with ihe 
point in diſpute, He mentions ſome * evil actions 
ol men,” and ſhews that theſe are againſt the word 
of God; he t-Ils us that God is not the author 
fin, but permils it. Yet his reſentment again 
ſome of my expreſſions is grounded on the 
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that God erduins ſin; otherwiſe it is beyond my 
preſent capacity to find either pertinency or mean- 
ing in them. — By the way, Sir, were I to treat 
on theſe ſubjects, I ſhould not be fond of ſaying 
that God permits fin. To permit, if I miſtake not, 
is to * allow by not forbidding.” This, I think, 
is always the meaning of the word in ſcripture. 
God can, ſtrictly ſpeaking, no more permit fin, than 
he can wm it; and he can no more do either, 
than he can be- unholy. 

Mr. F. fays, * it 1s conſiſtent with the righteouſ- 
neſs of God to permit fin.” P. 95. I anſwer, that 
God ſhould not exert his power, always, abſolute- 
ly to prevent ſin, is not only r:2hte9us, but fo far 
as we mortals can judge, it is abſolutely neceſſary, 
in governing men as moral agents. For it the 
great God were to keep all the thoughts, and actions 
of men under an ablolute reſtraint, how could men 
be free agents, and accountable creatures, as Mr. 
F. allows that they are? How could they, in this 
caſe, be Judged, rewarded' or punithed, according 


to their works, as the ſcriptures continually declare 


that they will be? After all, I cannot fee what 
connection theſe things have with goſpel invitations, 
or the extent of our Saviour's death. 

Arg. 4. Our Lord declared concerning thoſe 
who thould blaſpheme againſt the Holy Gheſt, that 
their ſin ſhould not be forgiven. — Yet the apoſtles 
were commiffioned to preach the 2 to * 
creature.” P. 95, 96. True. But 80 1 Mr. F. 
will not aſſert that thoſe who fin againſt the Holy 
Ghoſt, do it necgſariiy; and never were or could be 
able to avoid it, either by their own power, or by 
the power of divine grace, Yet, if this be not ſu 
poſed, his argument 1s by no means to the Purpote = 4 
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They mult have the goſpel preached to them before 
they could be capable of blaſpheming the Holy Ghoſt, 
There is no goſpel in the Bible but that which de- 
clares proviſion made for all to whom it is preach- 
ed. There is no good news to man where this is 
not declaretl,, If any had blaſphemed the Holy Ghsft, 
it were evidently neceſſary that the goſpel ſhould 
ſtill be univerſally preached, and that it thonld ſtill 
declare that gyoviſion had been made even for theſe, 
though they had ſinned themſelves beyond the reach of 
it. This was evidently necellary, as a diſplay of di- 
vine grace for the ſalvation of others, and to vindicate 
divine juſtice in the puniſhment of ſuch blaſphemers. 
Arg. 5. God is not determined to give men 
ſufficient grace in the preſent ſtate, to keep his law 
perfectly. — Yet he {till requires it, and exhorts 
them to it.” P. 98, 99. Perhaps theſe premiſes 
might be fairly diſputed ; but we admit them for 
the reaſons mentioned above. Surely your friend 
will allow that God originally gave man power 
ſufficient to keep the moral law, and a promiſe of 
life in conſequence of keeping it; otherwiſe, how 
could man be juſtly condemned for breaking it? 
The proviſion made for ſinners is one capital part 
of the goſpel, as diſtinguiſhed from the law. The 
law is {till retained, to convince the ſinner, and to 
be a rule of life to the believer, at the perfection of 
which he always ought to aim; by which he may 
always fee his duty and defects. Now is not this 
very different from the goſpel? If men could not 
be juſtly condemned for breaking the law, unleſs 
they had originally power to keep it; how can they 
be juſtly condemned for diſobeying the goſpel, if 
they never had nor could have power to do other- 


wile? Mr, F. will not ſurely pretend that the mo- 
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ral law 1s yet retained as a covenant, by which men 
are called to ſcek ſalvation ; on the perfect fulfil- 
ment of which their final juſtification or condem- 
nation depends. This would be to make the goſ- 
pe] void. Gal. ii. 21. The proviſion made for 
{inners is made on a new foundation, belongs to a 


new covenant, of which Chriſt is the ſurety and 


mediator; (Heb. vii. 22. viii. 6. ix. 10.) to which 
the moral law has no relation. If it were declared 
in ſcripture, that he who perfectly keeps the moral 
law ſhall be ſaved; and that he who does not ſhall 


be damned, we ſhould certainly ſuppoſe that God 


has furniſhed man with ability, and made proviſion 
for him to be ſaved on that foundation. Now the 


language and deſign of the goſpel is profeſſedly to 


open a door of hope to thoſe to whom it is preach- 
ed; and who are ruined by tranſgreſſing the law. 
This is manifeft throughout a great part of the 
Bible; and Mr. F. frequently allows it. The goſ- 
pel invariably proclaims pardon and lite to thoſe who 
receiveit; damnation and endleſs miſery to thoſe 
who reject i it; and therefore neceſſarily ſuppoſes aca- 
pacity of receiving it, in thoſe to whom it is preach- 
ed. It is evident, from theſe conſiderations, that 
your friend's argument from the moral law, cannot 
be of the leaſt ſervice to his deſign. 


Arg. 6. If I am not miſinformed, P. allows of 


the certain perſeverance of all true 1 He al- 


lows, I ſuppoſe, that God has determined their per- 


ſeverance; and has made gracious and effectual pro- 
viſion for it. He will not ſay this of hypocrites. 
Nevertheleſs the ſcriptures addreſs all profeſſors 
alike,” &c. P. 99. I have no deſire to hide any 
article of my faith, Sir, from a fear that it ſhould 


be known, when the expoſure of it is neceſſary; and, 


there- 
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therefore, am ready to give my thoughts on the 
perſcverance of believers, when requiſite. At pre- 
fenr, I allow it, to abbreviate the controverſy as 
before. On this ground, it is eaſy to obſerve, that 
when the ſcriptures exhort alk profeſſors to continue 
to the end, it is on the ſuppoſition that they are 
what they profeſs to be. Mr. F. will not ſay that 
hypocrites, as ſuch, are exhorted to“ hold out to 
the end;“ but the contrary: witneſs Acts viii. 22. 
Hypocrites, by holding out ſuch to the end, plunge 
themſelves into irretrievable miſery ; and, therefore, 
not one paſſage of this kind can be applied to 
them. — As to proviſion; nothing is more clear to 
me, than that God has made ſufficient proviſion 
for the perſeverance of all believers; and for all 
hypocrites too, whereby they may become ſincere, 
and hold out to the end in that ſincerity. This is 
ſuppoſed in all the exhortations and admonitions 
given to both clatles. To inſinuate that I believe 
the contrary is to inſinuate that I am vindicating 
what I believe to be falſe. The great truth, of 
which I am perſuaded, and which I am defending, 
is, that God has made ſufficient” proviſion for the 
holineſs and happineſs of all mankind; and- I 
ſhould dread the contrary idea, as, in my judgment, 
reflecting on the divine perfections, and contradict- 
ing the whole Bible. 


I think. it appears, from theſe hints, that none 


of your friend's grounds are proper data, from 
whence to demonſtrate the truth of his hypotheſis. 
He muſt adopt different principles, and a different 
mode of reaſoning, otherwiſe, many of his readers, 
on both ſides, will certainly imagine tkat the limited 
extent of our Saviour's death, is utterly inconſiſtent 
with univerſal invitations to believe in him. F. 
| confeſs 
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confeſs it is, at preſent, my full perſuaſion that no 
man can produce the ſhadow of evidence in favour 
of tne conſiſtency of theſe two poſitions, from any 
topic whatſoever. Nor can it reaſonably be ex 
pected, becauſe they are diametrically oppolite to 
each other. Univerſal invitations ** are ſo clear 
and numerous that as Mr. F. juſtly obſerves (P. 13, 
37. former part) moit writers have admitted thein. 
And, indeed, it ſeems to me one of the firſt things 
that would ſtrike an unbiaſſed reader of the Bible; 
that all who read or hear it are invited to turn to 
the Lord for life and ſalvation. The „limited ex- 


tent of Chriſt's death, I cannot find in the Bible - 
at all. It ſeems to me to be a direct oppoſition to 
the deſign, the ſpirit, the language, of that ſacred. 


and infallible book. 


How far this inconſiſtency has appeared to you, 


Sir, from the Ninth Letter and other parts of this 
correſpondence, I-cannot pretend to ſay, That letter, 


with the hints dropped on the ſubject elſewhere, in 


theſe and the former Obſervations, I ſubmit to your 


conſideration, reſpecting the ſubject of conſifency. 
Before I diſmiſs the queſtion before us, I beg 


leave to propoſe what I call a much more direct, 


caſy, and fate method of determining the point; at 
lealt, ſo far as is neceſſary for the conduct of goſ- 
pel miniſters in this very folemn part of their bu- 
ſineſs. I recommend it, Sir, that we advert to 
ſome pallage of ſcripture, and, humbly reſolve to 
depend on that, I propoſe Mat. xxii. 4, F. for 
the purpoſe; on which I offer the following que- 
ries, which you, or your friend, with your Bible in 
your hands, will pleaſe to anſwer at leiſure. 


Q. 1. Is it nat evident that the proviſions men-. 
toned, V. 4. are-reprefented as made for all who 
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are invited; even thoſe who refuſed them, as well 
as thoſe who partook of them ? 

Q. 2. Is not the invitation which the ſervants 
were directed to give expreſsly founded on the aſ- 
ſurance that the proviſion was made for them all? 
Were they not appointed to ſay, even to thoſe who 
made l:ght of it, “All things are ready: come to the 
marriage? . 

Q. 3. Is it not evident that ſome for whom the 
proviſion is repreſented as actually made, and who, 
en that very ground, are invited to partake of it, do, 
nevertheleſs, make light of it, and for ſo doing, are 
deſtroyed? V. 


2.8 
Q. 4. Is not this parable evidently deſigned to re- 


preſent the miniſtry of the word; the proviſion on 
which that miniſtry is grounded; and the manner in 
which ſinners ought to be addreſſed in that miniſtry? 
Q. 5. Does not this repreſentation moſt exactly 
eorreſpond with all the ſcripture accounts of ad- 
dreſſes which are ſent from the bleſſed God to ſin- 
ful men? Eſpecially thoſe referred to in the Eighth 
and Ninth Letters of the former Obſervations: 


Q. 6. Is not this paſſage neceſſary to be ſtudied- 


by goſpel miniſters, and much more likely to ſhew 
us the foundation, nature, and ſpirit of the goſpel mi- 


niſtry, than abſtract, metaphylical reaſonings; which, 


in ſacred matters, generally leave the mind unſatisfied; 
and frequently deccived, and led aſtray from the truth? 

That you and your worthy friend may take my 
frecdom in good part, and that the iſſue of this 
controverſy may be our mutual advantage, the pro- 


fit of many, and above all, the glory of our bleſſed. 


Redeemer, is the ſincere prayer of 
Your's, &c. 


LE TIE 
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DEAR SIR, 


OUR friend has concluded his Treatiſe with 
ſome General Reflections, which deſerve the 
attention of all who read them, eſpecially of goſpel 
miniſters. He has indeed ſpoken of me with great 
freedom ; which he had a right to do, ſo far as truth 
and candour admit. But whether ſome of his refl-c- 
tions are not too keen and even uncandid, not to-ſay 
unjuſt, I ſubmit to thoſe who may think it worth 
their while to compare them with my Nine Letters. 
He not only charges me with bordering on irreve- 
rence, (P. 93, 94, 95.) but compares me with thole 
who blaſphemouſly oppoſed the doctrine of the a- 
poltles. How far any part of this is juſt — whether 
he do not arrogate a great deal more to himſelf than 
he ought to do— whether he ought not to have, 
prior to theſe charges, proved himſelf poſſeſſed of a- 
poſtolical authority, powers and infallibility —and 
to have proved by apoſtolic methods, that the parti- 
cular ſentiments againſt which I there object, came 
from heaven, arc queſtions which will eaſily be an- 
ſwered by thoſe whe are accuſtomed to think deli- 
berately ; and the verdict of others is of little im- 

portance. | 
I ſubmit it further to you, Sir, and to all capa- 
ble judges, whether my expreſſions which he quotes 
in 
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in the note of P. 95, do not contain the natural and 
inſeparable reſult of the ſentiments which I oppoſe 
in the place to which that note refers: on the other 
hand, Whether the impetuoſity of his temper did 
not bear his thoughts Jar before his cool judgment, 
when he makes my words hall never be able,” in 
that connection, tantamount to “they ſhall not love 
h:m, — they ſball continue to break his laws?“ — 
and whether he have not everrun himſelf to a very 
uncommon degree, in the imputation of unjult and 
unreaſunable conſequences to what I wrote: par- 
ticulariy in his 104th. and 1cgth. pages? Perhaps 
a review of what is contained in theſe letters may 

contribute to throw a little light on this queſtion, 
Mr. F. has alſo made a moſt palpable, though 
not very important miltake (P. 108.) in ſaying that 
I ſtyle the perſons of whom he there ſpeaks, *Ix- 
CONSISTENT CALVINIsSTS;” when I only ſail 
«they have frequently been ſtyled” ſuch. This 
Sir, both you and he know' to be an undeniable 
truth. But whether true or falſe, the praiſe or the 
lame belongs not to me. Such inſtances of irat- 
tention I allow, are not uncommon ; and though 
we ouglit to beware of them, yet when nothing 
malevolent is deſigned, they obtain an eaſy pardon, 
Mr. F. agrees with me (P. 106.) that ſucceſs, as 
an evidence of the goodneſs of a doctrine «delcrves 


. conſiderable attention;” and I agree with him, that 


we cannot always * conſider it as deciſive.“ But as 
we both admit the importance of it, I cannot but 
wiſh it were more kept in view than I fear it 1s. 
As he is pleaſed'to* propoſe ſome queſtions on this 
head, I think both civility to him, and regard for 
others will excuſe me, at leaſt, if Ibe as * as J 
am able upon it, conſiſtent with my intended OY 
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1. When I hinted at this in the Nine Letters, it 
was only in conformity to what Mr. F. had ſaid 
concerning it, and chiefiy in confirmation of what 
he had aſlerted, in favour of univerſal invitations. 
We both agree that God has made this free and 
unreſtrained manner of preaching very uſeful ; and 
this is a good proof of it's being ſcriptural, and ap- 
proved by him. 
2. I did not intimate that thoſe perſons who preach 
in this univerſal manner, and who are therefore fre- 
quently ſtyled « INCONSISTENT CALVINISTS,” are 
% uſeful than others, as the reader would naturally 
; | conclude from Mr. F's expreſſions; but that they 

are more uſeful than others; by their free and unli— 
| | mited manner of preaching the goſpel. Every 
reader will fee the truth of this who chooſes to 
examine it. I do firmly believe that theſe men 
bave, in all ages, ſince the fiſch Century, been ſome 
„of the e uf preachers in the chriſtian world; 

and that their free manner of preaching Chrilt, 
which is commonly aſcribed to their imconſiftency, 
u- bas greatly contributed to their ſucceſs. think 
oh whoever conſults the Hiſtory of Religion, with 
ti this queſtion before him, will be brought to the 
n. ame concluſion. I, for my part, do not heſitate 
as Wo aſcribe a great part of their uſefulneſs to their 
ves frequent uſe of ſuch expreſſions as naturally convey 

to the minds of their hearers the idea of proviſion 
made for them all, without exception. I firmly 
believe that this one truth (ſuch ] venture to call it) 
has done more towards bringing ſinners to embrace 
the Lord Jeſus Chriſt than any other truth contain- 
d in the Bible. To ſay theſe miniſters did not 
eleve this, is of no weight with me, in this matter. 
That their univerſal expreſſions conveyed this idea 
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is generally ſuppoſed. I obſerved in the Nine Let. 


ters (P. 42.) that Dr. Giti, Dr. Warrs, and 
Mr. WesLEy, though ſo far diff:rent in other 
things, all united in this ſentiment. It would be 
almoſt endleſs io adduce the proofs which might be 


adduced, that this is a very general ſentiment among 
" mankind of all parties and diſtinctions; and in it 


T entirely unite. I am perſuaded that-when mini- 


ſters generally preach in this free and univerſal 


manner, for which Mr, F. pleads, their people 
will be led to believe that proviſion .is made tor 
them all, whether the miniſters believe it or no; 
and I greatly rejoice in the perſuaſion that this will 


be proved in a few years, in a northern county, if 


your good friend and his brethren in the miniſtry 
are but faithful to the light which God has lately 
given them. I pray that they may, and hope they 
will be thus faithful; becauſe of the good effed 
which, I have no doubt, their miniſtry will then 
have on the ſouls of men; unleſs, (which may the 
Lord prevent!) any of them ſhould be unhappy 
enough to poiſon it with metaphyſical ſalvos and 
diſtinctions, to which the Bible is perfectly an 
alien. | | 4 

It is very evident, Sir, that men are not ſavedor 
damned, by the inſtrumentality of thoſe ideas which 
miniſters have in their own minds; but of thoſe 
which are conveyed to their minds by what is 
preached to them. Now that many of the preach 


ers I now refer to, do in fact convey ſuch an ide: 
to the minds of their people, that is, the 1dea 0% 
univerſal proviſion, is a fact which, I think, admit 
of no fair diſpute. So far, however, as I have bee 
acquainted, it has appeared to me in a ſtrong ligt 
that many of the common hearers, when fi 
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wrought upon, by theſe general free grace doctrines 
of the preachers now in queſtion, have been ſo far 
from believing the limited extent of Chriſt's death, 
ſo far as they underſtood the doctrine, that they 
would have ſhuddered to hear of it. On the other 
hand, it has evidently appeared to me, that when 
carnal people have had their. minds ſettled in the 
belief of the limited extent of our Saviour's death, 
they have ſeldom been converted afterwards. I 
draw no inferences here. I only ſtate facts. But 
I fear no ſneers of men when J ſay that the differ- 
ent doctrines which theſe different men have im- 
bibed, have appeared to me to have a great influ- 
ence to promote or prevent their converſion. Nay, 
E ſhould think it an abundant compenſation for any 
contempt which may be thrown upon me, could 1 
be ſo happy as, by theſe or any other obſervations, 
to influence the riſing generation of miniſters to ex- 
amine and improve theſe facts. 

I ſhall take the liberty of ſaying further, that if 
this general way of preaching Chriſt for which Mr. 
F. pleads, do but prevail among the Baptiſts, as it 
does among thoſe of our Peds-baptift brethren, who 
are on that account called Inconſiſtent Calviniſts, I 
am in great hopes, that this will. contribute more 
than any kind of controverſy, to give genuine luſtre 
and dignity to the Baptiſt intereſt: and if it ſhould 
prevail, on what I believe to be a glorious goſpel 
foundation, univerſal proviſion z as it does amon 
many of our Pædo- baptiſt brethren, I ſhould hope 
that ſtill much more happy effects would reſult 
from it. 

3. I obſerve that in your friend's enquiries on 
this head, he uſes the general terms“ CALVIxIS“ 
TIC doctrines,” P. 108. He and you will pleaſe to 
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remember, Sir, that in the preſent day, theſe terms. 
are vague and ambiguous. Before a direct an- 
ſwer can be properly given, we muſt fix: a deter- 
minate ſenſe to the words. Many perſons look 
upon all thoſe doctrines as Caluiniſtic, which repre- 
ſent man as a fallen polluted creature, Chriſt as the 
only, and complete Saviour; juſtification as a free 
"2 through faith in him; and regeneration by the 

oly Spirit; whatever notions are imbibed with re- 
ſpect to the extent of our Saviour's death. Now if 
this be your friend's meaning, if he would aſk « whe- 
ther I think theſe doctrines have been leſs uſeſul than 
others; I ſhould anſwer, I am fo far from think- 
ing this, that I am perſuaded of the contrary. I 
believe theſe doctrines to be the very life and ſpirit 
of Chriſtianity ; and the means by which the Lord 
maintains true evangelical religion in the world. But 
if by « Calviniſtic doctrines“ he mean “the limit- 
ed extent of our Saviour's death, and that the bleſſed 
God decreed to leave the greateſt part of mankind 
to periſh without help or hope ;” then I do believe 
that Calvuiniſtic doctrines, thus underſtood, are not on- 
ly leſs uſeful in promoting vital godlineſs, but very 
great obſtructions to it; and that whoever will im- 
partially examine, with this view, the ſtate of reli- 
gion in the preſent, or in paſt ages, will find this to 
be an undoubted truth. | 

4. Mr. F. ſeems to take it for granted, if his 
enquiries be pertinent, (P. 108.) that theſe peculiar 
3 now in queſtion, were maintained in the 
eftabliſhed church, at and after the Reformation. If 
the limited extent of our Saviour's death were at 
any time, generally preached in the eſtabliſhed 
church, I am not aware of it. I have never yet 
ſcen the evidence of this fact, nor expect to lee it. 


That 


LE T-FERXHI: 147 


That ſome individuals of the eſtabliſhed Clergy 
have maintained this, I do not wiih to deny ; aud 
at one period, perhaps a conſiderable number of them 
might, at leaſt, preach doctrines whicK implied this. 
But that ſome of their greateit men, ſuch as CRAN- 
MER, LATIMER, HooPER, USHER, Dave- 
NANT, and others, maintained the contrary, cannot, 
J think, be fairly called in queſtion. That the 
doctrine of the church of England, as by law e{ta- 
bliſhed, is contrary to it, mult, J am perſuaded, ap- 
pear to every candid reader, on peruſing her Litur- 
gy, Articles and Homilies. To me, however, it is 
as evident that the univerſality of our Saviour's 
death, both is, and ever ſince the Reformation has 
been, the doctrine of the eſtabliſhed church, as that 
words are capable of conveying ideas. 

5. Your friend ſpeaks of «the doctrines main- 
tained by Calvin and the firſt Reformers.” P. 106. 
If he have not his eye on the limited extent of our 
Saviour's death, theſe expreſſions and queries are 
foreign to the ſubject now in debate. If his eye 
be on this doctrine, I ſhould be glad to ſec it prov- 
ed, if it can be proved, that the firſt Reformers did 
generally maintain it. If this cannot be proved, 
you will excuſe me, Sir, in the freedom of ſaying, 
that ſuch expreſſions are calculated, though by no 
means intended, to impole on the unwary, and to 
make an advantage of their prejudices. 

6. As to the doctrines which are now * ſounded 
from the pulpits” of many, both in the eſtabliſhed 
church, and among ſome diſſenters ; it is a truth 
too evident to be denied, and too awtul to be trifled 
with, that many of both clailes, are fo far from 
maintaining the extent of our Saviour's death for 
the fins of all mankind, that they do not maintain. 
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he died in a proper and ſcriptural ſenſe, for the ſms 
of any man. Nor do they preach pardon and ſal- 
vation by the death of Chrilt, but by human righ- 
teoulneſs. Theſe are entirely out of the queſtion 
between Mr. F. and me. So long as they preach 
in this manner, unleſs a ſtructure can be erected 
without a foundation, Ido not fee how any man 
who believes the New | eltament, can expect that 
they ſhould be uſetul in converting ſinners, or pro- 
moting genuine moral purity. 

7. Finally, I do, therefore, believe that thoſe 
preachers who lay open the fallen miſerable {tate 
of man by nature, the inſufficiency of our own 
righteouſneſs, the all- ſufficiency of the ſalvation of 
Chriſt for a loſt and periſhing world, to be enjoyed 
freely by grace, through faith; who preach theſe 
doctrines freely, and propoſe the ſalvation of Chriſt 
to mankind in unlimited language; as able and 
willing to fave all men, without exception, if they 
come to him; whatever phraſes they uſe, whatever 
be their private ſentiments; ſo as to convey the 
idea to their hearers that Jeſus has died, and provi- 
ſion is made for them all, and they are all welcome 
to partake of it; who preach theſe doctrines con- 
ſtantly and in -arneſt; not as matters of indifference, 
or mere ſpeculation; not trimming and palliating, 
as if they were making conceſſions to an adverſary; 
not wrangling, diſputing, and calling names; not 
in a dry ſtarched manner, as parts of a fine-fpun 
th:ory \ but as the very lite of religion; as a metlage 
froin the great God, to miferable men; which mult 
be receive and practically regarded, in order to the 
enjoyment of happiness: I firmly believe that ſuch 
preachers as théſe; whether they are called incon- 
ſutent Calviniits, or inconſiſtent Arminians; or by 

Whatever 
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whatever names they are diſtinguiſhe d, are, of all 
men, the ms? uſcſul. I am perſuade that ſuch 
-men have done more than any others, in Propor- 
tion to their alliduity in this kind of preaching, to 
reform a ſinful world, and to produce and advance 
moral purity among the fallen poſterity of Adam. 
Nor have 1 any helitation of mind with reſpect to 
the cauſe of this. I am perſuaded it can clearly be 
accounted for, on the principles of ſcripture and 
reaſon, as well as confirmed by the Hiltory of Re- 
ligion. 

cannot but wonder, Sir, to find your good 
friend conclude with ſaying he has “ ſelected ſuch 
of my arguments as are ot the greateit force, and 
by which the main pillars of iny 1yitem are ſup- 
ported.“ P. 110. | have no inclination to contend 
on this head; and I always conlider any thing which 
looks like triumph over an opponent, beneath a 
man; and far beneath a Chriitian, But men are 
{ſo much diverted with noiſe, in this fooliih world, 
that I think I ſhall be juſüfied in ſaying, ii he have 
not left my chiet arguments unconlidered ; if he 
have not generally loſt ſicht of the hinge on which 
the argument turns; and virtually given up the 
chief points he e to vindicate, there is a 
great defect in my judgment. However, I ſubmit 
the whole to you, and to every candid reader, 

I conclude with expreſſing my ſincere affection 
for Mr. F. I earneſtly pray that this controverſy, 
if prolonged, may {till be conducted in the fpirit 
of meckneſs; that it may terminate in the honour 
of our God and Saviour, and the benefit of man- 
kind; and that we may both rejoice at the great de- 
ciſive day of Chriſt, that, in this and in every other 
part of duty, as Chriſtians, and as miniſters, we have 

not 
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not run in vain, neither labored in vain! In the ar- 
dent deſire, and pleaſing hope of this, I finiſh that 
branch of our agreeable correſpondence, which 


es [car Sis, 


* / * 


Moſt affectionately your's, 


D. TAYLOR 


